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EQUITY AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
18, LincoLn’s INN FIELps, Lcnpon, W.,C, 
Pukka rast cates to 
SPECIMEN BONUSES. 
Actual additions made to Policies of £1,000 effected under Tables I. and II. 








NUMBER OF PREMIUMS PAID. 








£ 8 
191 10 
211 0 
232 0 
276 10 
372 0 























ExXxAaMPLE.—A Policy for £1,000, effected 30 years ago by a person then aged 30, 
would have increased = £1,819, or by more than peat Ay ‘ 

In the cases marked * the Bonuses, if surrendered, would be more than 
sufficient to extinguish all future premiums, and the Policy-holders would still 
be entitled to share in future profits. 





JARVIS-CONKLIN MORTGAGE TRUST CO. 


UNITED 8TATES AND LONDON. 


AUTHORISED OAPITAL ... 
SUBSORIBED and PAID-UP 


- $6,000,000 (about £1,237,000). 

- $1,500,000 (about £309,000). 
This Company has its own offices and agencies throughout the Western States 

Y America from the Mississippi River to the Pacifie Coast for the investment 
money. 


It acts for Insurance Companies, Banks, Trust Companies, Solicitors, and 
private investors, in the United States and Europe. 


Its business and assets are officially audited by the Bank Commissioners of the 
States of New York and Connecticut, 


It issues its own Debentures at 5 and 54°/, for fwe or ten years, and receives 
money on deposit for fixed terms from one to three years. 


Full infor to the London Office, 95, Gresham- 
street, B.C. 
E. L. SHELDON, London Manager. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 
ESTABLISHED OVER HALF CENTURY. 
FLEET STREET, LONDON. 
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TOTAL ASSETS, £2,271,587, 


DIRECTORS, 


Bacon, The ht Hon. Sir James. Markby, Alfred, 5 
Biake, Fredk. Jobn, % Mathew, The Hon. . Justice. 
Brooks, William, Esq. (Basingstoke). | Meek, A. Grant, Esq. (Devizes). 
Carlisle, William Thomas, Esq. Mitls, Richard, Esq. 
Deane, Bir James Parker, Q.C., D.C.L. | Morrell, Fredc. P., Esq. (Oxford). 
Dickinson, Jamee, Esq., Q.U. Pemberton, Henry Esq. 
Ellis, Edmund Henry, Esq. Pi 
rere, Bartle J. Laurie, Esq. 
arth, The Hon. Sir Richard. 
Burrow, Esq. 
Chas. 
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Saltwell, William ppenry, > 
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Cases Reported this Week. 


et , An Arbitration between the Lon- 
In the Solicitors’ Journal. en ott eethend Hall. 
Arthur Heath Sykes (a Solicitor), © way Oo, and the Trustees of 
< 985 Gower’s-walk Schools, In re ...... 
Brighton and Dyke Railway Oo., 

In re. 821 


SOP tOE ETE © SOF en eneeenereeeneres sreeeee 





. Li 

In the Weekly Reporter. Valentini v. Oanaii 

American Braided Wire Oo. v. - Wells, In re, Wells 
Thomson & C0....0.c00...ss00008:+e10ee-e8 329 | Wood v. Burgess 








VOL. XXXIV., No. 18. 


The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter, 
LONDON, MARCH 1, 1890, 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


Now raat so many of the judges of the Queen’s Bench Division 
are away on circuit, and Lord Justice Bowen is unable to take his 
seat in Court of Appeal No. 1, Lord Esner and Lord Justice Fry 
are doing good service in helping to reduce the lists of the Queen’s 
Bench Division. It is announced that the Court of Appeal No, 1 
will not sit until further notice, except on Mondays. 





Dvurine tHe First four days of this week Mr. Justice Kay has 
been taking a holiday, and Mr. Justice Kexzwica has been, during 
bis absence, dealing with a few urgent applications, It is 
understood that Mr. Justice Kexewrcn will be absent for four 
days commencing the Ist of March. It is not yet stated whether 
any of the other three chancery judges will adopt a similar 
course. 





In consequence of the proposed absence of Mr. Justice 
Kexewicu, and the resulting freedom for a few days of the 
leaders of his bar, the hearing of several of the appeals from that 
judge, which would have come into the paper very shortly, has 
been postponed until the 5th of March, 





ONE WOULD REALLY suppose, from some of the comments made on 
the appointment of Mr. J. C. Lawrance, Q.C., to the vacant judge- 
ship, that membership of the House of Commons ought to be a dis- 
qualification for that office. To say, as one violently partizan daily 
journal has said, that Mr. Lawrance’s “ only conceivable claim is a 
political one,” is simply to reveal either ridiculous ignorance, or 
something worse than ignorance, on the part of the scribe, Mr. 
Lawrance has been the leader of his circuit, he is a competent 
lawyer, particularly well versed in the administration of criminal 
law, possessed of experience, good sense, and shrewdness, and, 
withal, a gentleman to the core—kindly, courteous, and dignified. 
These are not despicable qualifications for a judicial office, and, 
although we cavnot hail the sppointment with avy special satis- 
faction, we shall be greatly eurprised if Mr. Lawrance does not 
prove an efficient judge. 





WE keport elsewhere a decision vpon a point of considerable im- 
portance arising out of the Remuneration Order. By schedule 2 of 
the order it is provided that 10s. sball be allowed for attendances in 
ordinary cases. In the recent case the claim comprised, amongst 
other charges for attendances, producing deeds for examination 
with abstract, for which there was charged 10s. an hour. The 
question arose in a common law action to recover conveyancing 
costs, and was referred to one of the chancery taxing masters, 
who decided, efter consultation aud in agreement with several 
other taxing masters, that the proper charge for production of 
deeds was 6s. 8d. an hour, that being the sum which before the 
Solicitors’ Remuneration Act and Order was allowed, and being also 
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the sum which is allowed by the R. 8. C. (Appendix N.), in convey- 
ancing matters in an action. This decision was overruled 

Mr. Justice A. L. Sirs, who has decided that 10s. an 
hour should be allowed for production of deeds not in an action. 
It seems to us that, having regard to Stanford v. Roberts (32 
W. R. 404), any rules of the Supreme Court prescribing re- 
muneration in conveyancing matters, whether in an action or not, 
are ultra vires, since section 7 of the Solicitors’ Remuneration 
Act provides that ‘‘as long as any general order under this Act 
is in operation, the taxation of bills of costs of solicitors shall 
be regulated thereby.” 





Tue Arrorney-Genzrat accomplished his address to Mr. Justice 
Fretp on the whole extremely well, not the less so because he did 
not shirk allusion to the ‘‘ friction” which sometimes occurred 
between the bench and the bar when the former was occupied by 
the retiring judge, But we think he ought hardly to have left 
Mr. Justice Frey to explain the reason for thie. The frank and 
touching statement of the learned judge—“ I know I am very quick 
and impulsive in nature, and I think that I see things very readily, 
and I know that what I do see I must act upon, and the result has 
sometimes been what you described as ‘friction,’ and I very much 
fear that I have at times deserved the use of that term. But... 
I do not believe that [ have earned the enmity of a single man at 
the bar ; nay, more, I do not believe that there is a man at the bar 
who docs not wish me well”—is, we believe, true in every word, 
and true, not only of the bar, but also of solicitors. Though the 
learned judge was irritable, and not always particularly careful in 
his remarks, practitioners know how to distinguish between a 
hasty temper and a malignant disposition. It is the latter only 
which is not forgiven. We are glad that at the end of his address 
the learned judge gave a very well deserved testimony. No one 
has had more experience of managing clerks, and he went out of 
bis way to ray that ‘‘a more trustworthy body of men there does 
not exist.” It has very often occurred to us that there has been 
far too little public recognition of the ability, energy, and tact dis- 
played by the members of the class referred to. 





Tue Br ‘‘to amend the law relating to the winding up 
of companies in England and Wales” seems to be meant to 
transfer all the business in connection with the winding up of 
compsnics having their registered offices within the administrative 
County of London to the Bankruptcy Court. This is not, indeed, 
stated in so many terms, but clause 2 enables the Lord Chancellor 
to assign all matters in respect of which jurisdiction is given to 
the High Court by this Act ‘‘to such division of the High Court 
as the Lord Chancellor may direct,” and further provides that such 
matters “ shall be ordinarily transacted and disposed of by or under 
the direction of the judges of that division, or such of them as the 
Lord Chancellor may assign for that purpose.” These words are 
substantially the same as those of section 94 of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1883, with regard to bankruptcy business. Then the next 
following clause (3) adopts the language of section 97 of the same 
Act with regard to the transfer of proceedings. And, as we shall 
ree subsequently, the object of the measure is to apply the bank- 
ruptcy procedure to the winding up of companies. But, for the 
present confining ourselves to the jurisdiction proposed to be 
given in winding up, the most startling novelty is the provision 
that, in cases where the company to be wound up has its registered 
office outside the administrative County of London, the petition 
for an order to wind up the company ‘‘ may” be presented to the 
county court. It is true that section 81 of the Compsnies Act, 
1862, enables the Chancery Division, when making an order for wind- 
ing up, to direct all subsequent proceedings to be had in the court of 
bankruptcy having jurisdiction in the place in which the registered 
office of the company is situate ; and that section 41 of the com- 
penies Act, 1867, enables the Chancery Division to direct subse- 
qvent proceedings to be had in a county court; but these provi- 
sions have, we believe, been, in practice, dead letters. We gather 
thet, although the words “‘may be presented” are used, 
the provision as to presenting the petition in the county court 
intended to be obligatory. Apparently no power is given 


provisions of section 28 of the 
to refusing or suspending the discharge of the bankrupt. 
there is a slight difference between a bankrupt, who wants a dis- 
charge in order to trade again, and a company which never intends 
to trade again, the provisions have to be considerably varied. The 
court is to be 
punishment of 
And, contrary to the ordinary rules of English criminal law, the 


capital of a company whose office is in London does not exceed 
£5,000, the petition for winding up is, unless the judge otherwig 
orders, to be transferred to a county court. We fail to understand 
why, if this provision is considered necessary, the limit is fixed » 
low; there can surely be few companies with a nominal capital 
under £5,000. It seems to us that if these provisions are carried 
into effect, the result will be to relieve the Chancery Division 
at the expense of the already overburdened county courts. 





THE Most mporTANT part of the Bill, however, is that which 
proposes to assimilate the law and procedure in the winding up of 
insolvent companies to the law and procedure in the bankruptcy of 
individual debtors. If we remember rightly, a scheme for bring. 
ing insolvent companies within the bankruptcy net has been pro. 
pounded in one or more of the annual reports of the Board of Trade 
or the Inspector-General ; and it is not difficult to see how tempt 
ing the fees resulting from the carrying into effect of such a pro. 
posal must appear to the Bankruptcy Department. The present 
Bill, which appears to be constructed mainly on the principle of 
never calling a spade a spade, provides on this point (clause 14) 
that ‘the Treasury may direct by whom and in what manner the 
same [fees] are to be collected and accounted for, and to what 
account they are to be paid.”” The words are the same as those of 
section 123 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, but then in that Act it 
was a matter clearly understood that the fees would go to the bank. 
ruptcy account. With regard to the conduct of the winding up, it 
is proposed that, on the order being made, ‘‘ the prescribed officer 
of the court ” shall, by virtue of his office, become the liquidator of 
the company, and “shall continue to be the liquidator thereof, 
unless and until some other person is appointed.” This new variety 
of official liquidator is to summon a meeting of creditors of the 
company to determine whether application is to be made to the 
court to appoint a liquidator in his place, and whether a 
committee of inspection is to be appointed to act with the 
substituted liquidator, and to appoint such committee. Then 
there is to be *‘ made out and submitted to the prescribed officer 
of the court a statement as to the affairs of the company 
in the prescribed form, verified by affidavit” of two directors and 
the secretary of the company, and shewing particulars of the assets, 
debts, and liabilities of the company ; the names, residences, and 
occupations of the creditors of the company ; the securities held by 
them respectively, the dates when the securities were respectively 
given, ‘‘and such further or other information as may be prescribed 
or as the officer may require.” Next, the “‘ prescribed officer”’ is 
to make a report to the court as to the manner in which the com- 
pany was formed; the causes of failure of the company ; whether 
any fraud has.been committed in ‘‘ the promotion or formation ”’ of 
the company, or by any director or other officer of the company 
since the formation thereof; and whether further inquiry is 
desirable as to any matter relating to the promotion, formation, or 
failure of the company, or the conduct of the business thereof. 
The next thing one looks for is, of course, the public examination 
of the company; but since the company is, unfortunately for 
the scheme, unable to attend in person, provisions have to 
be substituted for those in the Bankruptcy Act. The court 
is to “consider” the report, and may, after such considera. 





tion, direct that ‘‘any person who has taken any part in the 
promotion or formation of the company, or has been a director 
or officer of the company,” shall attend before the court and be 
publicly examined. The “ prescribed officer’ is to take part in 
the examination, and may employ a solicitor with or without 
counsel. Then clause 9 _—— to apply to the winding up the 

ankruptcy Act, 1883, with regard 
But as 


ractically constituted a criminal court for the 
p army promoters, and officers of the company. 


risoner is to be compelled to criminate himself, and the evi- 
nee on which the prisoner is to be convicted and fined is 


not necessarily to be given orally or to be evidence at all in any 
proper sense. The words of clause 9 are: ‘‘ If it appears from any 





f er, outside London to present a petition to the 
igh Court, is subsequently provided that where the nominal 
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may act on the report alone ; so that it will apparently be in the 

wer of “the prescribed officer,” by making it so to ‘appear 
ay ” bis report, to inflict a fine at his sweet will on any director, 
promoter, or officer of a company. It is expressly provided that 
the report is to be primd facie evidence of the statements therein 
contained. The offences to be punished by fine are six in number, 
put they are all coupled with the important qualification ‘‘ that loss 
or damage has been thereby caused to the company or to the creditors 
of the company.” It is not very easy to see how loss or damage 
can be caused to a company or its creditors by a ‘‘ false or mislead- 
ing prospectus,” though heavy loss may be caused to the share- 
holders. If we may speak plainly, the Bill appears to us to be a 
ridiculous attempt to fit provisions intended for one set of 
circumstances to an altogether different set of circumstances, and 
we venture to predict that, if it becomes law, both the delay and 
expense of winding up will be increased, while the sense of justice 
happily still prevalent on the bench will render the penal pro- 
visions nugatory. 





On Tuurspay the question (never before actually decided) arose 
in Court of Appeal No. 2, in the case of O'Shea v. O'Shea, 
whether an appeal will lie from an order inflicting a punishment, 
either by fine or attachment, for a contempt of court in the nature 
of an offence against the court. Section 47 of the Judicature 
Act, 1873, provides that ‘‘no appeal shall lie from any judgment 
of the High Court in any criminal cause or matter, save for some 
error of law apparent upon the record, as to which no question 
shall have been reserved for the consideration of” the Court for 
Crown Cases Reserved. In the present case, which was a divorce 
suit by a husband, an article had been published in a newspaper 
which in effect charged the plaintiff, as Mr. Justice Burr said, 
“with bringing the suit, not for the purpose of vindicating him- 
self, or obtaining that redress to which he is entitled, if the 
allegations in his petition are true, but for the purpose of assist. 
ing the Zimes and others in their attack on Mr. Pannett” (the 
co-respondent). A motion was made before Mr. Justice Burr, on 
behalf of the petitioner, to attach the person who was alleged to 
be responsible for the publication of the paper for contempt of 
court, on the ground that the article was calculated to prejudice 
the fair trial of the suit. Mr. Justice Burr held that a contempt 
of court had been committed, and he inflicted a fine of £100 on 
the respondent to the motion, and ordered him to pay the costs 
of the application as between solicitor and client. An appeal 
was presented, and, on the hearing of the appeal, the objec- 
tion was taken that the order was made “in a criminal 
cause or matter,” and that, therefore, the appeal would not 
lie. To this it was answered, that the order was made in the 
divorce suit, and not in any other independent proceeding, and that 
the true test whether an appeal would Jie was, as Lord Justice 
Corton said in Reg. v. Barnardo (37 W. R. 789, 23 Q. B. D. 305, 
308), not whether “the act which originates the proceeding in 
which the order was made is a crime,’ but whether “the cause 
or matter in which the order was made is in the nature of a criminal 
proceeding.” In that case the Court of Appeal held that an order 
for an attachment, for the purpose of compelling obedience to a 
writ of habeas corpus, was not an order “in a criminal cause or 
matter,” and that, therefore, an appeal would lie. In the present 
case the court (Corron, Linptey, and Lorss, L.JJ.) held that the 
contempt was in the nature of a crime, and that the proceeding in 
which the order was made was, not the divorce suit, but a separate 
and independent proceeding taken for the purpose of punishing the 
offender, and that, consequently, an appeal would not lie. The 
appeal, as Lord Justice Livpiey said, was against a summary con- 
viction for a criminal offence. We hope to give a fuller report of 
the case next week. It may be remembered that, in Reg. v. 
Jordan (36 W. KR. 797), the Court of Appeal heard an appeal 
against the refusal of a divisional court to quash an order for 
committal for contempt of court made by a county court judge. 
The objection that there was no right of appeal was not, how- 
ever, there taken by counsel, but after the appeal had been 
heard Lord Justice Livprey said, ‘‘It is doubtful whether this 
was not a criminal matter, upon which we could not have heard 

appe l, At any rate, this must not be taken as a ——- for 
hearing such appeals.”” The point is now, however, definitely set 


THE RULE-MAKING CADI. 


Penpine the introduction of the Land Transfer Bill, the Lord 
Chencellor has reintroduced his quaint Public Trustee Bill. 
Repeated applications to the Queen’s Printers have failed to elicit 
a copy of the measure, which is stated to be in process of being 
reprinted ; it is quite wonderful how long it takes to reprint so 
short a Bill. But since its author told the House of Lords on 
Monday that it was “‘ practically what it was last year,” we may 
probably assume that it is the very same old skeleton, intended to 
be clothed with flesh, at some subsequent period, by the Lord Chan- 
cellor. We suppose we shall the provisions as to the func- 
tions, powers, and liabilities of the public trustee made subject, 
as before, to the rules to. be made under the Act; the class of 
trusts which he is to accept, and the probate or letters of 
administration to be granted to him, to be as before, 
by an order to be made by the Lord Chancellor, ‘‘ with the con- 
currence of the Treasury”; the circumstances under which the 
Consolidated Fund is to make good the frauds committed by the 
public trustee, or persons employed by him, to be, as before, 
‘specified in rules under this Act’; the fees to be fixed, as 
before, by the Treasury, ‘‘ with the sanction of the Lord Chan- 
cellor,’’ and the old provision enabling the Lord Chancellor, 
‘with the approval of the Treasury,” to ‘‘make, revoke, and 
alter rules for regulating the office of the public trustee and 
carrying this Act into effect,” and in particular with regard to 
six specified matters, which judiciously include certain matters 
with regard to which opposition is most likely to occur. We are 
not concerned at present, however, with the provisions of this 
very singular Bill; but, as affording anu instance of rule-making 
absolutely run wild, it furnishes a suitable text for a few observa- 
tions on the growth of a practice which threatens ultimately to 
concentrate in the Lord Chancellor a considerable part of the 
functions of the Legislature, and we propose to make a practical 
application of those observations. 

The Lord Chancellor, who, as Sir Harprxez Grrrarp, Q.C., M.P. 
during the debate in the House of Commons on the R. 8. C., 1883, 
took occasion to enter an emphatic protest against ‘‘ this silent and 
secret mode of altering the law” by rules, has, since he took his 
seat on the woolsack, devoted every effort to extend and develop 
the practice to which, before his elevation, he had so strong an ob- 
jection. And, no doubt, it is highly convenient, for the legislator 
who is in a hurry, to present a bare outline to Parliament, and re- 
quest it to permit him, at his leisure, to fillin the sketch. It is also 
highly convenient, for the legislator who anticipates keen opposition 
in Parliament upon the details of a measure, to leave such details to 
be settled afterwards by himself by the “silent and secret mode” 
aforesaid. And, further, it is no doubt gratifying to be placed in 
the position of one of the estates of the realm, practically free from 
the control of any other estate. But to merely state these con- 
veniences is surely to sufficiently condemn the practice. A legis- 
lator ought, before he introduces a measure, to know how he is 
going to work it out ; it is in the highest degree unjust and uncon- 
stitutional to preclude opposition and discussion on points which 
may be of vital moment to the interests of the public or a class of 
the public; it is equally unconstitutional, and we may add ex- 
tremely dangerous, to invest any official, however high may be his 
rank, with the power of legislation. If the official knows nothing 
personally of the subject-matter, it means intrusting legislation to 
unknown draftsmen; if the official is familiar with the subject, 
it means leaving absolute scope to his crotchets. 

Now to apply these remarks. In the Land Transfer Bill of last 
year an almost endless variety of matters were left to be prescribed 
by rules to be made by the Lord Chancellor. The Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society, in their admirable “observations” on 
the Bull, took the trouble to set out in detail the greater part of 
those matters, adding a reference to the clause relating to each. 
The matters enumerated actually number between sixty and 
seventy. They comprise such things as the examination of title 
to be required on registration with an absolute title—surely, since 
this means registration with an indefeasible title, the nature of the 
examination to be made should be defined by Parliament; the 
conditions on which, and the evidence on uction of which, a 
person obtaining ownership of land which passes otherwise than 
by transfer from the registered owner, or from his personal 





at rest, so far as the Court of Appeal is concerned. 
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notice of application by such person to register shall be given ; 
the evidence on which, and the conditions subject to which, any entry 
of a burden may be modified or cancelled; the modifications 
required to adapt the provisions of the Act to leaseholders; the 
evidence in support of an application for confirming a title, 
originally possessory only, and granting a qualified or an absolute 
or indefeasible title ; the manner of service of notice of intention 
to apply that boundaries may be declared conclusive; the time 
during which a caution shall operate; and so forth. These 
matters, many of which are of vital importance, are to be settled 
by the Lord Chancellor. But it is conceivable that a Lord Chan- 
cellor may have spent a considerable part of his life in prosecuting 
or defending criminals ; it is even possible that he may never have 
read a treatise on real property law, and that he may have had 
no practical acquaintance with the transfer of land. In that case 
it is obvious that these extremely important matters will have to 
be settled for him by some unknown person. 

Then, again, the questions of ‘‘ publication of information relat- 
ing to transfers of land,”’ and ‘‘ the inspection of, and making copies 
of, or extracts from, any register or document in the custody of the 
Land Transfer Board ’’ are left to be settled by the Lord Chancellor. 
It can hardly be supposed that landowners will be willing to 
intrust any official with the power of making that register a 
public document, so as to enable publication in trade lists of all 
mortgages and dealings with land. And, again, the fees to be paid 
to ‘‘ examiners of title, surveyors, and others,’’ and of course the 
office fees, are to be left to the same discretion. How is anyone to 
know that the measure will cheapen the transfer of land so long as 
these fees remain unknown ? 

But the rule-making power which mainly affects solicitors is the 
power to the Lord Chancellor to fix the costs and fees to be 
charged by or allowed to solicitors or other persons in or incidental 
to or consequential on the registration of land, or other registered 
transaction in relation to land or charges thereon, or any matters 
authorized to be registered in the Land Transfer Office, or any 
other matter required to be done for the purpose of carry- 
ing this Act into execution, or otherwise in discharge of 
the duties imposed by this or any other Act on the Land 
Transfer Board, with power to require those costs and fees to be 
payable by commission, percentage, or otherwise, and to bear a 
certain proportion to the value of the land registered, or to be 
‘determined on such other principle as may be thought expedient; 
the circumstances (if any) under which payment of any such costs 
or fees may be remitted, and the taxation of costs and the persons 
by and to whom costs are to be taxed and paid. That is to say, 
the whole question of the remuneration of solicitors in connection 
with land registration, is left to be settled by the person most in- 
terested in transferring their profits to the Land Registry Office. 

We do not believe that either solicitors or the public have yet 
at all sufficiently understood the enormous scope of the powers 
proposed by the Land Transfer Bill to be conferred on the Lord 
Chancellor. Let solicitors at once study Appendix C. to the obser- 
vations of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, before re- 
ferred to, and communicate the results of such study to every 
landowner they know. 








THE PRESUMPTION OF DEATH. 


IIl, 


Evidence as to death at a given time within the seven years.—It 
is impossible to lay down a rule as to what is sufficient evidence 
that a man was alive or dead at a given time within the seven 
years ; each case must depend on its own circumstances. Evidence 
om the following matters has been admitted :— 

(1) Of the intention of the person, declared before leaving 

home, to return within a fixed time. 

(2) Of the state of health of the person at the time of 

leaving home. 

(3) Of the fact that the person sailed in a ship which was 
never heard of, and that the voyage was during the 
hurricane months. 

(4) Of the fact that the did not apply for dividends 
which formed his chiel source of pulutchenes. 
(5) Of the time when wild geese (on which people who 








died of starvation were proved to have lived) migrate to 
a certain place. 

(6) Of the comparative age and strength of two persons 
who perished in the same expedition from hunger. 

The following are the most important cases on the point: Webster 
v. Birchmore (13 Ves. 362), where it was proved that a person in 
very bad health left home with the intention of returning in six 
months, it was held that he must have died within five or six 
years; Sillick v. Booth (1 Y. & C. C. C. 117), where it was proved 
that a person sailed on the 19th of December from Demerara, 
during the hurricane season, in a ship which touched at Dominica 
on the 24th, and was neve: more heard of, it was held that he 
must have died before the 24th of January following; Re Beasney 
(L. R. 7 Eq. 498), where it was proved that a person who chiefly 
depended for his maintenance on the dividends of a small sum of 
stock which he punctually applied for, and squandered in dissipa- 
tion as soon as received, was Jast seen in August, when he was in 
a very weakly condition, poorly clad, and suffering from pulmo- 
nary disease, and stated that he did not expect long to live, and 
that he was going to New York for the benefit of his health, and 
never applied for the October dividends, it was held that he died 
before the 14th of November ; Hickman vy. Upsall (L. R. 20 Eq. 136), 
where it was proved that a poor person who lived on small pay- 
ments made for maintenance, sometimes quarterly sometimes 
monthly, received a payment in March, and that she immediately 
afterwards left her home, stating that she was going on a pedestrian 
tour, and never applied for the quarterly payment in June, it 
was held that she must have died soon after June. See the curious 
case of Ommaney v. Stilwell (23 Beav. 328), where the question 
was up to what time did one of the people who had perished in 
Sir J. Franklin’s expedition survive; and evidence was admitted 
(1) of statements made by the Esquimaux to one of the search 
party, (2) of the opinion of an expert as to the time at which wild 
geese migrate to a particular spot, (3) of the relative youth and 
strength of a father and son. 

In Lakin v. Lakin (34 Beay. 443), where a sailor left his ship 
at the end of 1849 or very early in 1850, and was not heard of 
again, it was held that if he was shewn to have intended to desert 
it could not be presumed that he was deadin May, 1850, but that 
if he intended to return to his ship it would be assumed that he 
was dead before May, 1850. On the other hand, in Dowley v. 
Winfield (14 Sim. 277), where a sailor, aged fifteen, ran away from 
his ship early in 1832, a fund was distributed on the presumption 
that he died before the 19th of September, 1833, on the person 
receiving it giving security to refund if it should be proved that 
this was not the case. In considering cases where it is alleged 
that a soldier or a sailor has deserted, it must be remembered that 
merely not returning from leave, or other unexplained absence, 
may cause a man to be entered as a deserter, though he may have 
actually died in the act of returning to his regiment or ship : see 
Re Phené (L. R. 5 Ch. 139), where a sergeant of Marines was 
entered as a deserter from his ship because he did not return at 
the expiration of his leave on the 16th of June, and he was 
presumed to have died before the 1st of January following. 

Death by common catastrophe.—There is no presumption as to 
the survivorship of persons who perish by a common catastrophe, 
as by the foundering of a ship (Barnett v. Tugwell, 31 Beav. 232), 
or by being washed overboard by the same wave (Wing v. 
Angrave, 8 H. L. C. 183, 8. c., sub nom. Underwood v. Wing, 19 
Beay. 459, 4 De G. M. & G. 633). But slight evidence is sufficient 
to prove the fact of survivorship, as in Broughton v. Randall 
(Cro. El. 502), where, upon an issue to determine which was the 
survivor of a father and son who were hanged in the same cart, 
evidence was admitted that the son shook his legs. The reader 
will find the arguments in General Stanwia’s case in Fearne’s 
Posthumous Works well worthy of perusa?, but it must be 
remembered that when those arguments were written the true 
doctrine — that a person claiming through a deceased person, 
who, if he had survived another, would have been the next of kin 
of the latter, must prove the fact of his having survived—had not 
been authoritatively laid down. It might be thought that in 
cases of this nature there would be a presumption (1) that they 
perish at the same instant, or (2) that one oo survive the other 
owing to considerations arising from age, strength, or sex, but this 
is not the case. 

The question treated of in the preceding paragraph has often 
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come before the courts in cases where the question was who was 
entitled to a grant of administration, and the principle above laid 
down has been adopted: see the cases collected Williams on 
Executors, pt. 3, bk. 3, ch. 2, s. 5. 

Miscellaneous.—In Bradshaw v. Toulmin (2 Dick. 633) it was 
held that, where joint tenants die simultaneously, the estate remains 
in joint tenancy in their respective heirs. In Wollaston v. Berkeley 
(2 Ch. D. 213), where, by a marriage settlement, Consols, the 
property of the husband, were settled with an ultimate trust for 
the husband, and Portuguese bonds, the property of the wife, 
were settled with the usual ultimate trusts, and both husband and 
wife perished in the same shipwreck, and the ultimate trusts took 
effect, it was held that the property settled belonged to the legal 
personal representatives of each settlor. 

In some cases where it was uncertain whether a person was 
alive or dead, property has been handed to the person who would be 
entitled to it if the missing person were dead, on his giving 
security to refund it if he should be alive: Dowley v. Wingjfield 
(14 Sim. 277), Outhbert v. Purrier (2 Phil. 199), Re Mileham 
(15 Beay. 507). 

To recapitulate— 

1. If it is proved that a person was once alive, the burden of 
proof is on the person who asserts that he is dead. 

This rule is subject to two exceptions— 

(1) A remainderman, &c., may call for the production of 
the cestui que vie in the cases provided for in 12 Anne, 
c. 18. 

(2) After the lapse of seventy years from the time when an 
adult was shewn to be alive, the burden of proof is on 
the person who asserts that he is alive. 

2. Where a person has been continuously absent from home 
for seven years without having been heard of, or, in 
other words, where, on inquiry in the places in which, 
and from the persons by whom, a person is most likely 
to be heard of, it appears that nothing has been heard of 
him for seven years— 

(1) He will be presumed to have died within the seven 
years, so that the pereon who alleges that he is dead at 
any time after the seven years, need not prove it. 

(2) The person who alleges that he was alive or dead at 
any particular instant within the seven years, must 
prove it. 

3. Where two or more persons perish by a common catas- 
trophe, the person who alleges that one of them died 
before or after the other must prove it 











CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE ROYAL COURTS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] | 


Sir,—I have read in your issue of this week the remarks on page 263 
respecting the absence of any room in the Royal Courts of Justice for 
bad accommodation of persons who may be suddenly seized with 

88. 

May I ask you to draw attention in Tue Soricrrors' JouRNAL to | 
a far more important fact—namely, that (so far as I am aware) there 
is not throvghout the whole of the judges’ chambers and other offices 
a urinal for the use of the public ? 

It is almost inconceivable that the gifted persons who were respon- 
sible for the building of the courts should have overlooked such 
absolute necessities as urinals for public use in a building frequented 
daily by hundreds of persons, some of whom have o to wait 
upwards of two hours in the chief’ clerk’s chambers, and whose 
appointments would be passed over were they to visit the only urinal 
in the whole building that I know of which is accessible to the 


pee that in the corridor of the courts near Queen’s Bench | 


urts 2 and 3, about a quarter of a mile from some of the chief 
clerk’s rooms. 
I am aware that there is accommodation for the officials, but these 
os ~ are always locked. A SUFFERER, 
eb, 21, 








Mr. J. O. Lawrance, Q.0., took the oaths and was sworn in as a judge 


necessary 
tion 49 of the Judicature Act was sufficient for the purpose. The 





of the High Court on Tuesday before the Lord Chancellor at the House of 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal, 


BUTLER v. BUTLER—No, 2, 26th February. 


Huszanp AND Wire—Drivorce Svurr—Cosrs—Discrerion or Covar— 
Rieut or Apprat—Wire’s Costa or Unsvccgssrut Surs—Costs or 
INTERVENTION OF QuEEN’s Procrorn—20 & 21 Vicr c. 85, s. 51—41 & 42 
Vicr. c. 19, s. 2—Jupicature Act, 1873, s. 49. 


In this case a question arose as to the right of appeal against an order 
ssbucing, $0 alive a wile ho enets of tae emataetndel baltie an @ Mineman 
and of the intervention of the Queen’s Proctor. On the trial of the 

a decree nisi was made for dissolution of th and it 
ordered that the husband should pay the wife’ 
husband had previously, under orders 
registry as security for the wife’s costs. Before the decree 
made absolute, the Queen’s Proctor intervened, 

wife, and also collusion on her part. The case 


: 
; 
E 
be 


jury, and they found that the wife had been guilty of coll: at the 
first trial, but they did not as to the charge of adultery. Butt, J., 
thereupon made an order the decree nisi. The husband had, 
under an order of the court, paid £50 into the ae oe 
wife’s costs of the Queen’s Proctor’s intervention. Court of Appeal 
affirmed the order of Butt, J., rescinding the decree nisi. The wife then 


i 
Fs 


applied to the court for payment out of the money deposited in 
SS ees et ee Se ee Butt, J., refused 
application. He was of opinion that the original order 
the wife’s costs of the decree nisi fell when that decree was rescinded. 
And he was also of on that, as the wife had been guilty 
she ought not to be ed her costs either of the decree or 
vention of the Queen’s Proctor, which was 
sion, Section 51 of the Divorce Court Act of 1857 (20 & 
provides: ‘* The court, on the hearing of an 
under this Act, . . . may make 
court may seem just; provided always that there shall be no appeal 
the subject of costs only.” By section 2 of the Matrimonial Causes 
1878 (41 & 42 Vict. c. 19) “‘ When the Queen’s Proctor or any 
person shall intervene or shew cause against a decree nisi in any 
for divorce, or for nullity of marriage, the court 
such order as to the costs of the Queen’s Proctor, or of any other 
shall intervene or shew cause as aforesaid, or of all and every 
parties thereto, occasioned by such intervention or shewing 
aforesaid, as may seem just.’’ Section 49 of the Judicature Act, 1 
vides that ‘‘ no order of the High Court of Justice, or Pe 
we cole to an amet coma ua inte eh thw OUD & ; 
subject to any appeal, except by leave court or judge 
such order.” No leave to appeal had been given in the it case. 
the appeal it was od Gab the enfans tor payeunt inte count 
husband, and the upon the decree nisi, had established the 
the wife to and that the payment 
was a mere g out of those orders ; 
the decree nisi did not necessarily fall 
the practice of the Divorce Court had always been to order the husband to 
pay ee Since, as Se ee ee 
been guilty of misconduct in the suit, because, unless a wife 
separate estate, she would otherwise have no means of 
ee OS ee And it was 
at any rate the costs of the intervention of the 
different footing from the other costs. 
Tux Covurr (Corron, Linpiey, and Lorzs, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision, 
the ground that there was no it of . 
to found his decision upon section 51 of the Act of 1857. 
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but only that, as a general rule, she would get her costs, unless she or her 
solicitor had been guilty of misconduct the suit. In Robertson v. 
Robertson (6 P. D. 119) the objection was not taken that an appeal would 
not lie. And, moreover, the point there was that, where an order was 
made giving the wife her costs, the costs were not necessarily limited to 
the amount for which the husband had given security. In his lordship’s 
opinion the costs of the Queen’s Proctor’s intervention stood in the same 
as the other costs; they were equally in the discretion of the 

udge. Section 2 of the Act of 1878 e no difference. It had been 
contended that the wife’s solicitor had an independent right. No doubt 
the court had considered the question whether a wife would be able to 
se yey , peers pg —_ not neae her me _ 
usband, but not give the solicitor any pendent e 
Sue ic4 dade Gaanel oe i ion in the present case, on the 
ground that the wife’s conduct had disentitled her to costs, and no a 
would lie. Lmotzy, L.J., thought that section 51 of the Act of 1857 
applied to all the costs down to the decree nisi, but not to the costs of the 
intervention of the Queeen’s Proctor. But those costs were in the dis- 
cretion of the judge, and section 49 of the Judicature Act prevented an 
The court had no power to say that a discretion given by statute 

ould always be exercised in a particular way, and his lordship did not 
think that, in Flower v. Flower (L. R. 3 P. & D. 132), the Judge Ordinary 
intended to lay down sny such rule. Lopzs, L.J., concurred.—OounsgL, 
Btevenson ; C. A. Middleton; Blackwell. Soutcrrors, Clinton ¢ Buckley ; 
Goldring, Mitchell, ¢ Co. ; The Queen’s Proctor. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
BASSISTER v. M’DONALD—Kay, J., 20th February. 


Pracrice—Orrician Rergres—Powszr or REreREE TO DIRECT ENTRY OF 
JvupemMENT—Jvupicatung Act, 1873 (36 & 37 Vict. c. 66), s. 57—Juptca- 
ture Act, 1884 (47 & 48 Vicr. c. 61), s. 9—Atsrrration Act, 1889 (52 & 
53 Vicr. c. 49) ss. 14, 26—R. 8. O., XXXVL, 50, 52a. 


This action was brought to restrain the defendant from interfering | be 


with the plaintiff's right to light and air, and after the plaintiff had 
opened his case, oad me , 
Kay, J., said that it was a matter requiring local investigation, 
and he should send it to the official referee. His lordship added 
that the official referee would have power to direct that judgment be 
entered. In the recent case of Serle v. Fardell (ante, p. 212) it was assumed 
that the Arbitration Act of 1889 had taken away from official referees the 
er to enter judgment. That was notso. In that case his attention 
not been called to ord. 36, r. 50, which provided that the referee 
direct that judgment be entered for or 


r 


should have the same power to 
judge of the High Court. That 
Act of 1889. Section 9 of 
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Be 


any 

ford se a we the findings, and if j 

before he could do that, he could go straight to the 

Appeal.—Cocnszr, Renshaw, Q.C., and E. Beaument ; Marten, Q C., 
. Soricrrors, Bannister, Williams, § Ram; H. M. Wetherfeld. 


HART c. COLLEY—North, J., 25th February. 
7 zape-Mazx — Recisrzarion — Inraixcement — RecisTRaTION YOR ONE 


Crass or Goops—Usz ror anoruzn Crass — Parents, Dasicns, anv 

Tzave-Mazxs Act, 1833, ss. 62, 65, 70, 77. 

This action was brought to restrain the defendant from using the plain- 
tiff’s registered trade-mark, and a question wus tileel SUM Onadene to 
bave been never previously directly decided)—viz., whether 
has registered 2 trade-mark in reepect of one class of 


ite 
has 


And in particulars of defence delivered by the defendant he said that ‘‘ the 
trade-mark is registered in the class for iron, and not in respect of paper 
articles, the subject-matter of this action.’” The plaintiff did not actually 
apply his trade-mark to or mark it upon the machine, but he placed 
it upon the woaapee te Sei the rolls of paper were sold. The rolls, 
though intended to be used with the machine, were sold separately 
from it, because, when one roll had been used up, a fresh one could be 
easily placed in the machine. The defendant had placed the mark on 
the wrap of the rolls of paper which he sold. The plaintiff also 
claimed relief on the ground that the defendant had represented his goods 
to be those of the plaintiff. 


Norru, J., held that the plaintiff could not maintain the action so far as 
it related to the trade-mark. The difficulty which had been raised as to 
the registration appeared to his lordship insuperable. The plaintiff had 
registered his mark only in class 6, and he did not complain of the use of 
the mark by the defendant in that class. It had been argued that, when 
a man had registered his mark, he was entitled to sue anyone who used it 
for any purpose, and reliance was placed on section 77 of the Act of 1883, 
which corresponded to section 1 of the Act of 1875, and provided that ‘‘ a 
person shall not be entitled to institute any proceeding to prevent, or to 
recover damages for, the infringement of a trade-mark, unless, in the case 
of a trade-mark capable of being registered under this Act, it has been re- 
gistered in pursuance of this Act, or of an enactment repealed by this 
Act.” It was true that the plaintiff could not sue at all unless he registered 
under the Act, but there was nothing in the section saying that the registra- 
tion entitled the proprietor of the mark to sue for infringement in respect 
of every class of goods. The section was only negative, imposing 
registration as a condition precedent to the right tosue. What, then, 
was the registration under the Act? Section 65 of the Act of 1883, which 
corresponded to section 2 of the Act of 1875, provided that ‘‘a trade- 
mark must be registered for particular goods or classes of 
general registration, therefore, in r of all classes of goods would 
not be effectual. Then section 62 of the Act of 1883 provided that the 
application for registration ‘‘ must state the particular or classes of 
goods in connection with which the applicant desires the trade-mark to 

.’ That pointed to goods or classes of goods, and the forms 
scheduled to the rules corresponded with this. Then section 70, which 
corresponded to part of section 2 of the Act of 1875, provided that “‘a 
trade-mark when registered shall be assigned and transmitted only in 
connection with the goodwill of the business concerned in the particular 

oods or classes of for which it has been registered, and shall be 

terminable with that goodwill.’’ His gees could not see what was 
the object of requiring that a trade-mark should be registered in 

of particular goods or classes of goods, if a man, by registering in one 

class, would acquire the right to sue for infringement in respect of every 

class. He thought that the . ¥- object was to limit the right 

to sue to that class of goods res of which the registration 

was made. This view was by the rule known as the 

oe a a that not more than three old —_ a 

registered ont Se ae Sans Ge « esc m oO 

goods. It would have been useless to lay down such a rule, if a 

person who had registered a mark for another description of goods 

was entitled to sue in respect of the use of that mark for every other 

description of , including those for which the three marks were 

registered. the common practice had certainly been in accordance 

with his lordship’s view of the effect of registration. He was surprised to 

find that this point had never yet been directly decided. But in Edwards 

i lh. D. 454) observations were made by the judges of the 

which went far in this direction. In that case it was 

,ifa as ~ used for some rp d of the ~ ag — 

class it was registered in respect of the whole class, 
could sue for infringement only in respect of those 

used the mark. If that were so, it would be 

not sue for infringement in respect of 

respect of all the 

classes. That decision was, 

a@ man, who had registered in one 

of the other classes. In his 

egistered a mark for all the goods 

not sue in respect of the goods comprised in 

in respect of comprised in that class 

The plaintiff charged the defendant with 

in ppers on which was printed the 

. Paper was included in class 39, and 

his mark for that class, was not entitled 

the mark for goods included 

jon in accordance with the Act 

defendant was using the mark.— 

, Q.0., and J. 0. Graham; Aston, Q O., and Roger 

ons, Linklater, Hackwood, § Oo. ; Truafitt ¢ Gane. 
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COLLEY v. HART—North, J., 19th February. 


Parswt—Acrion to nusraaix Tunsats oy Laoat Paocerpines Acaner In- 
vyRinogns—Action sy Parantsx vou InvainosmEent—PRrossovTion WITH 
* Duz Dii0Ence ’—Discontinvance—Parents Act, 1888, s, 32. 

In this case an important and novel question arose on the construction 
of section 32 of the Patents Act, 1883, which provides that, “‘ Where any 
person, claiming to be the patentee of an invention, by circulars, adver- 
tisements, or 


ise threatens any other with any legal proceed- 
ings or liability in respect of any allageh manufacture, use, sale, or 
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continuance of such threats, and may recover such damage (if any) as may 
have been sustained thereby, if the manufacture, use, sale, or 
purchase to which the threats related was not in fact an ent of 
any legal rights of the person making such threats: Pro that this 
section not apply if the person making such threats with due dili- 

mce commences and prosecutes an action for infrin 
patent.”” ‘The question was, whether the proviso at the 

uires that the owner of the patent should te an action for 
infringement up toa successful judgment. In present case Hart was 
the owner of a patent, and he, on the 15th of September, 1888, published 
a trade circular, stating that it had come to his knowledge that Colley, 
lately in his employ, was offering to the trade articles which were an 
infringement of his patent, and that he (Hart) intended to commence 
proceedings forthwith against every person whom he found in any way 
dealing in any articles manufactured in breach of his rights under his 
patent. On the 22nd of September Colley issued a writ against Hart, 
claiming an injunction to restrain Hart from the above circular, 
or any circulars, letters, or advertisements con’ threats against 
purchasers of Colley’s goods. On the 3rd of October Colley ve notice 
of motion for injunction before the Vacation Judge. When the motion 
came on for hearing the Vacation Judge ordered it to stand over till the 
Qnd of November. On that day North, J., granted an interlocutory 
injunction. On the 6th of December Hart commenced an action for 
infringement of the patent against Colley. On the 8th of February, 
1889, a statement of claim in the threats action was delivered, and by 
it Colley alleged that he had never infringed the patent. On the 13th of 
May a statement of claim was delivered in the infringement action, 
the time for delivering it having been six times extended by consent. On 
the 27th of May the statement of defence in the infringement action 
was delivered. On the 6th of November Hart discovered, by means of 
an order for inspection which he had obtained in the threats action, that 
the articles manufactured ~. Colley were not an infringement of the 
patent, and on the 7th of November he gave notice of mtinuance 
of the infringement action, and paid Oolley’s costs of it. When the 
threats action came on for trial it was objected on behalf of Hart, that he 


of the section 


" was protected by the proviso to section 32, because he had with due dili- 


gence commenced and prosecuted the infringement action, and that, there- 
fore, the threats action could not be maintained under section 32, On 
behalf of Colley it was urged that the infringement action was not com- 
menced with due 7 after the commencement of the threats action, 
and that it was not, down to the date of discontinuance, prosecuted with 
due diligence, and, moreover, that the discontinuance, at any rate, was of 
iteelf a want of due aiigenoe, and that the proviso required that the 
infringement action should be prosecuted up to a successful judgment. 
Norru, J., overruled these objections, holding Hart was within the 
proviso, and that Colley had no cause of action under section 32. He 
thought it would be impossible to lay down any general rule as to the 
time within which, after the commencement of a threats action under 
section 32, an infringement action ought to be commenced, so as to sa 
the proviso. This must depend entirely on the circumstances of 
case. Neither Challender v. Royle (31 Sortcrrors’ Journat, 676, 36 Ch. D. 
425, 36 W. R. 357) nor any other decided case had laid down any general 
rule as to this. But his lordship thought that the patentee was primd facie 
entitled to wait till after the delivery of a statement of claim in the 
threats action, that he might see whether he could not raise the question 
of infringement by means of a counter-claim in that action, and thus 
avoid the cost of double litigation. In the present case, looking at the 
dates, his lordship was of opinion that Hart had commenced the — 
ment action with due diligence, and that he had ted it with due 
diligence down to the date of discontinuance. lordship was further 
of opinion that the discontinuance did not constitute a want of due 
diligence. Section 32 did not ay that the infringement action must 
be prosecuted to a successful result, or down to judgment. To im 
such words would be a strong addition to the proviso. The t 
could not have escaped the attention of the framers of the Act, and it 
would have been very easy to provide expressly for it. But he did not believe 


that this was intended, and he bong the addition of such words might | charges pay 


t, while an action for infringement 
was being , with due diligence, the infringer died insolvent, or 
became a oe with small assets and large ilities, could it be 
said, in either of those cases, that, if the action was not further 
prosecuted, there was a want of due diligence? Again, the wre 
might submit and pay damages. Oould it be said that the ntiff, 
who had got all he wanted in that way, had failed in due 

because he had not gone on to judgment? Failure to su 

in an action for infringement would in many cases not be a fair 
test whether the patentee was justified in threatening legal 

against infringers. If he went to trial the patentee t fail 
prove infringement because his witnesses had » or because did 
not attend at the trial. Again, if at the trial the j found that there 
had been infringement, and their finding was affirmed by the Divisional 
Court and by the Court of Appeal, the House of Lords might hold that 
there had been no infringement. my if the plaintiff were an assignee 
of the patent, the defence might be that the defendant had not in 
because he had a licence from the patentee before the date of the . 
ment, The eo might know nothing of this Hoence until the trial 
of the action. All these illustrations showed that failure to succeed in an 
action for infringement would be a very unfair test whether the patentee 
was justified in his threate againet infringers, His lordship, therefore, 
held that it was not necessary that the ¢ action should be 
prosecuted down to judgment. And he was of ion that Hart was in 
no worse ee by reason of the discontinuanco, if he had gone on to 
trial and had then failed to prove infringement, Indeed, when Hart found 


produce great injustice. Suppose 


t of his | Rog 





that success in his action was hopeless he took the proper course in discon- 

tin’ it. oe Cee 6 OY S Oe Ser cae on useless 

litigation, and he owed a du os ie eee In his 
"8 Hart was within 

ge gh of action under that eection.—Covnsen, Aston, Q C., and 

er W. Wallace ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.0., and J. C. Graham. So.scrrozrs, 

Truefitt § Gane; Linklater, Hi . § Co, 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
NEWMAN v. LONDON A SOUTH-WESTERN RAILWAY CO.— 
Practice—InTERROGATORIES—SgcuriTy ror Cosrs—Payment or Dzposir 

—R. 8, 0., XXXL, 25, 26. 

This was an application by the tiff in an action under Lord Camp 

balls Jct Ses leave to eaten on to the ey 

security for costs deposit required rr. 25, 

ore aalo requires that in the costs of 
or 


discovery, by in’ otherwise, unless otherwise ordered 
by the court or a j be secured in the first instance as by 
rule 26 of this order, by the party seeking such discovery.”’ 26 says 
“ Any party seeking by 


interrogatories, into court to a separate account in the action, to be 
called ‘ securi = costs account,’ to abide further order, the sum of £5, 


pow ogeeen. of folios exceeds five, the further sum of 10s. for every 
additional folio.’”” The master made an order giving lea i 
to interr the defendants, and dispensing with the payment of any 
deposit. h. ee reed’ tk J., 

master. e now ap; 

P behalf that 


with Rule 25 said that security was to given “‘ unless 
otherwise the court or a judge.” Rule 26 was to be read sub- 
ject to rule 25, and merely prescribed the method in which security was 


and Ges wogenlean’ ty wale OF. q 4 
Bee oe cima ea acateh cnmteeth tenemeemel 
though it was n 

that view. On the of the defendants tt was contended that Boarder v. 


TOWNSEND v. SHERIFF OF YORKSHIRE—24th February. 
Suerrrr—Costs or Execurron—Taxation sy Drsrarcr Reorsrran—Rrcrr 
or Apprat—Suertrrs Act, 1887 (50 & 51 Vier. c. 55), s. 20, swe-secrron 
(2)—Gunzrat Onpre or 3let or Aveust, 1888. 
This case raised an important question as to the right of appeal from 
pork of the sheriff's costs of an execution. 
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h ene r 27 (9)—(4). 

ler of the Sist of ae. was wltra vires. 

Lord Consnrper, O.J., was of opinion that the order of Day, J 
following « previous decision of J., was right, It had been argued 
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these incidents. Without denying that taxation was subject to review, 
the court must construe statutes with reference to their subject-matter, 
and it would be foolish to extend the ee referred to to matters 
to which it was never intended to apply. It was certainly not in the 
minds of the framers of these rules that an appeal should lie to the 
House of Lords about every sum of five shillings for sheriff’s costs of an 
execution. The question, however, was not what was in the minds 
of the framers of the rules, but whether the rule bore the meaning which 
was But all that the rule said was that the amount of the costs 
should be taxed by a master or by a district registrar in case the sheriff 
and the party liable to pay such costs should differ as to the amount 
thereof. It was said that in this case it was not the amount which was 
uestioned, but the right of the sheriff to take anything at all, and that 
the i had to deal with that question. That was not so, any more 
than in an ordinary taxation of a solicitor’s bill of cost questions as 
to his retainer or as to his being guilty of negligence were gone into, 
The retainer was always assumed, and the taxing master only decided 
whether (assuming the retainer) the proper amount was charged. It was 
true that in almost every question of amount the right to charge any- 
at all was involved, but where the amount only was the subject 
mentioned in the rule, that was the only question to be dealt with by the 
taxing master. The judgment creditor was not left without a remedy, 
for if it were true that an amount had been given when there was no 
right to give any amount at all, that question could be raised by an 
action, with all the appeals incident to an action. There was, therefore, 
no appeal from the district registrar’s decision, which was 3 as to the 
amount chargeable. As to the very serious question as to the power to 
make this rule, that could not be gone into, there being no appeal, and 
his lordship would not express any opinion on it. A. L. Smrru, J., said 


the sole question which the court to decide was whether, in such a 
case as this, the district registrar or taxing master, as the 
case might be, were made the sole judges or not. If we 


looked at the table of fees, it was clear that there were many matters 
to be - into which were matters for arithmetical calcula- 
tion nothing else; and as to such matters there could be no 
—<_ It was said that the ordinary principles adopted in taxation 

be applied to this taxation. But there was this difference. The 
ascertainment of the amount, which was the function of the taxing master 
or registrar, fixed no liability upon the execution creditor, and no order 
to pay was made. The objection made in this case was, that the sheriff 
was not doing his duty when he seized in two out of the three houses, and 
that might be a matter for much argument, but it was not a matter that 
the district registrar could go into. It was, therefore, no ground for 
appeal. Appeal dismissed.—Covnszt, C. A. Russell; J. V. Austin. 
Soricrrors, Arthur Harris, for Joseph Sims, Manchester ; Beil, Brodrick, § 





Solicitors’ Cases 


WALTERS, DEVERELL, & CO. vr. CHINERY & ALDRIDGE—A. L. Smith, J., 
at Chambers, 22nd February. 


Souictron—Costs—Convevasctnc Bustyess—Propuction or Degps ror 
Examisation—Soxictrons’ Remuneration Onper, zr. 2 (c.), Scuep. II.— 
R, 8. C., LXV., Arpexprx N. 


This was an action by one firm of solicitors against another upon a bill of 
costs for conveyancing work not in an action. The plaintiffs had charged 
10s. per hour for spores, Bee produce deeds for examination with an 
abstract of title ; the def ts objected to this charge, and contended 

hour ought to be allowed. The bill was referred 
at the request of the master of the Queen’s Bench 
Division, it was taxed by one of the taxing masters of the Chancery 
The taxing master held that the plaintiffs were only entitled to 
6s. 4. hour. In his answers to the plaintiffs’ objections to his 

ke that the remuneration was not regulated by Schedule I. 
Remuneration Order, but must be determined by the old system as 
Schedule I1., and the old rate of rem on was 6s. 8d. per 
deeds, and 10s. per hour for examining the 
. The work of examination was ble work, 
must, as a rule, take a c with him to 
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was expressly fixed at 
- D. 199) it wae decided that 
remained unaltered. Yor ex- 
cause or matter the charge was 
the ; 4, C., 1883, at 10s. 
purpose at 6s. 8d. 
in an action was at least as carefull 
conducted aa a like examination not in an action. Production of 4 
fox the was sely alike in cither case. It was, in effect, held in 
Manfird +, Bohorts (6 Ch. D. 15%) and tn Re Merchant Taylor’ Oo. (30 
Ch. D. 2%) that there is no distinction between the remuneration for 
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work in an action and out of court. The plaintiffs’ conten- 








subject, and they were of the same opinion. He therefore overruled the 
plaintiffs’ objections. 


A. L. Sarrx, J., was of opinion that 103. per hour ought to be allowed, 
and directed the taxing master to review his taxation accordingly. 


Ez parte MAY, Re SPACKMAN—Q. B. Div., 18th February. 


Costa or Sonicrron — Empitoyment or Sonicirok TO ARRANGE WITH 
Oreprrors—Onarce ror Costs—Bankruptoy—Ricut or SoLicrror To 
Payment—Bankrvuptcy Act, 1883, s. 4, sus-sgorion 1 (a). 


This case raised a question of considerable importance to solicitors, 
The case was an ap by Messrs. May, Sykes, & Batten, solicitors, 
against an order of the county court judge at Bristol, directing them to 

y over to the trustee in the bankruptcy the sum of £56, being the 

ifference between the proceeds of the sale of certain horses and carriages 
formerly belonging to the bankrupt, and a certain portion of their bill of 
costs against the bankrupt. The bankrupt was the registrar of the 
county court at Swindon, and in 1886, having got into difficulties, 
consulted the appellants with a view to a settlement with his creditors, 
giving them authority to sell certain horses and —— belonging to 

im, and char; the proceeds with the costs incurred by the firm. On 
November 22, 1886, Messrs. May, Sykes, & Batten wrote to Messrs. Eyre 
& Oo., the London agent for a Mr. Jones, the solicitor acting for several 
creditors, a letter, of which the material part was as follows :—‘‘ We have 
seen Mr. Spackman morning, and have arranged that all moneys 
received from the sale of furniture and other effects shall be retained for 
the benefit of the creditors, and shall not be handed over to Mr. Spack- 
man. We have, moreover, taken his authority to pay any such moneys 
into the Wilts and Dorset Bank at Swindon in the names of this firm and 
Mr. Redway, the auctioneer, of Swindon.’”’ On December 14, 1886, a 
receiving order was made against the debtor, the act of bankruptcy on 
which it was founded being stated to have been committed on December 3, 
but the county court judge held that the letter of November 22 was proof 
of an act of bankruptcy within the meaning of section 4, sub-section 1 (a), 
of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, and he only allowed the costs of the solici- 
tors up to that date. Messrs. May, Sykes, & Batten now appealed against 
that order, and contended, first, that there was no act of bankruptcy on 
November 22; and, secondly, that, even if there were, the case came 
within the principle laid down in Re Sinclair, Ex parte Payne (15 
Q. B. D. 616), and that, the charge being given for the purpose of 
defending the debtor from possible bankruptcy gaan a and to keep 
him out of bankruptcy, which, in view of his public position, would be a 
serious matter to , the solicitors were entitled to all costs incurred np 
to the date of the receiving order. 


Tue Court (Oaveand A. L. Smiru, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. Cavz, 
J., said that two points had been taken—first, whether there was an act 
of bankruptcy on November 22; and, secondly, if so, whether the case 
came within Re Sinclair. As to the first point, it appeared that all that 
the bankrupt had which his creditors could get at was certain furniture 
and other effects, and that, in consequence of the representations of 
certain creditors, an arrangement was come to on November 22 between 
the .o- and the bankrupt by which the proceeds of the furniture 
and effects should be retained for the benefit of the creditors and 
not handed over to the bankrupt. The letter went on, ‘‘ We have, more- 
over, taken his authority to pay any such moneys into the Wilts and 
Dorset Bank at Swindon in the names of this firm and Mr. Redway.” 
Authority was given to certain persons—viz,, the appellants and Mr, 
Redway—to receive the pe of the farniture and other effects repre- 
senting the whole available property, and pay that into the bank for the 
benefit of the creditors and not put it at the bankrupt’s dis . That 
was an t of Property or the benefit of itors within section 
4, sub-section 1 (a). e other point taken was also one which appeared 
to have no substance. In Re Sinclar it was held that when a man went 
to a solicitor and asked that solicitor to represent him and to act for him 


for good consideration subsequently given could not be recovered by the 
trustee on the ground that the solicitor had received it after he was aware 
% likened to that of a debtor, who 
his creditors knew had committed an act of bankruptcy, going to one 
and paying ready money for some article of necessity. It was now 
sought to extend that case, not merely to the case of money in the hands 
of the debtor and parted with in consideration of present services or 
goods presently bought, but to extend it to all moneys outstanding in 
hands of other persons, and which, undoubtedly, would become the 
property of the trustee. That was quite unwarrantable, because a man 
who took a charge under those circumstances knew very well the money 
was the money of the trustee, and that the party charging had no right 
. ih ready money offered 

I of the trustee, ht 

not be so, because the eape might have had Be oy of money for 
th g with the necessaries of 
d, not only to payments in 
to charges on estate in the han er 
to see where a limit was to be placed. The court had 
occasion more than once to say that where a man had committed an act 
of bankruptcy and also executed a deed for the bonefit of his creditors— 
in teclf an act of bankruptcy—it was the duty of the 

trustee under that deed to wait to see whether any creditor would take 
advantage of the act of bankruptcy, and he ht not to deal with the 
estate until he was satisfied on that point by the threo months having 
elapsed, ond if he so dealt with the estate ho must repay any moneys so 
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received, however bond fide he might have acted. It was also impossible 
to say that what the appellants did in the present case was a necessity 
within the rule laid down in Re Sinclar. They were e in doing 
the same thing as a trustee of a deed of arrangement. They were try- 
ing to make eens to avoid ye ge and to withdraw the es- 
tate from the ptcy Court, and it never been held that a man 
engaged inso doing was justified in charging the estate with costs in- 
curred in that way. It would be still more monstrous if solicitors, who 
were not trustees under a deed of arrangement, and who must be pre- 
sumed to know the law, should be allowed to spend the money of the 
trustee in a case not allowed to a trustee under an ordinary deed. The 
court was not prepared to extend ze Sinclair in the manner contended 
for or beyond the limits laid down in that case. A. L. Smirn, J., con- 
cutred.—CounsEL, Bigham, Q.0., and F. @. Willis; Poole, Q.0. Soxtct- 
rors, May, Sykes, § Batten; C. P. Jones, Trowbridge. 


Re ARTHUR HEATH SYKES (a Solicitor)—Q. B. D., 18th February. 
Sontcrrork—UnQvuatirieD Pgrson—Szcrion 32 or THe Sourcrrors Act, 
1843. 


This was an application to strike a solicitor off the rolls. It came 
before the court on a report made by a committee of the [Incorporated Law 
Society under the Solicitors Act, 1888. The charge was that the solicitor 
entered into an arrangement with one Dickinson, a debt collector at 
Ulverston, who carried on business under the name of the Ulverston Trade 
Protection Society, under which, whenever the solicitor recovered any debt 
in the county court, Dickinson should have half the costs recov from 
the debtor, and if no costs were recovered, the solicitor was not to charge 
any costs. It was found in the report that in several cases the solicitor 
pad the whole sum recovered, including costs, to Dickinson, and that 

ickinson then returned him half the costs, retaining the other half for 
his own use, the solicitor giving him a receipt for the whole amount of the 
costs. Dickinson having written to the solicitor proposing that the agree- 
ment between them should be reduced into writing, and thesolicitor strongly 
objecting thereto, a dispute arose between the parties, and in June, 1888, 
the solicitor brought an action against Dickinson to recover £101 5s. 6d. 
for work done by him as a solicitor. Dickinson set up as his defence 
the above agreement, which the solicitor denied. The action was tried by 
Wills, J., without a jury, who came to the conclusion that the agreement 
set up by Dickinson had really been made, and gave judgment for ths 
defendant. The learned judge then brought the matter before the Incor- 
porated Law Society, who referred it to a committee, who made this 
report. The charge against the solicitor was that he had violated section 
32 of the Solicitors Act, 1843. That section enacts that ‘‘if any attorney 
or solicitor shall wilfully and knowingly act as — in any action or suit 
in any court of law or equity, or matter in bankruptcy, for any person 
not duly qualified to act as an attorney or solicitor as id, or permit 
or suffer his name to be anyways made use of in any such action, suit, or 
matter upon the account or for the profit of any unqualified person, or 
send any process to such unqualified person, or do any other act thereby 
to enable such unqualified person to appear, act, or practise in any respect 
as an attorney or solicitor in any suit at law or in equity, knowing such 
person not to be duly qualified as aforesaid; and com: t shall be made 
thereof in a summary way to any of the said superior courts wherein such 
attorney or solicitor has been admitted, and proof made thereof upon oath 
to the satisfaction of the court that such attorney or solicitor hath wilfully 
and knowingly offended therein as aforesaid ; then and in such case ever 
such attorney or solicitor so offending shall and may be struck off the roll, 
and for ever after disabled from practising as an attorney or solicitor.” 

Tue Court (Denman and VavaHan Witutams, JJ.) ordered that the 
solicitor, Arthur Heath S H kes, be suspended for a year, and that 


he pay the costs of this appl cation. —Counsgt, H. D. Greene, Q O., and A. 
= ry 4 3 Channell, Q.0., and R. M. Bray. Soxscrrors, B. Williamson ; 
lope $ Co. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
UNITED LAW SOCIETY, 


Feb, 24—The usual weekly meeting was held at the Inner Temple 
Lecture Hall, the vice-chairman presiding. Mr. F. Minchin Voules 
moved: ‘‘ That the principle of a compuleory Eight Hours’ Bill is to be 
commended.’”’ Mr. ©. W. Williams opposed the motion. The other 
speakers were Messrs. W. Lee Nash é. E. Matthews, M. S. Nathan 
J. L. V. 8. Williams, D. H. Conner, H. W. Marcus, C, H. le Maistre, and 
W.S. She n. Mr, Voules replied, and, the opinion of the House 
being taken, the motion was lost, no one voting for it. 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
RESULTS AT THE SOLICITORS’ HONOURS’ EXAMINATION 


The January Honours’ List contrasts favourably with that issued after 
the November examination last year, which contained only one student in 
the first class and five in the sccond, while now six names appear in the 
firet class, twelve in the second, and nine in the third. We have gathored 
the following dotails respocting the firat four prizemon :— 

Mr, Le a woe somes or Rn eg and Daniel 

mos, Wan artic nF. T. ey, . 

Mr, A. G, Fanewan, who obtained the Clifford’s-inn sdee caver ae 





the King Edward’s Grammar of that town, of which school he was 
finally “‘ head boy”’ and obtained the silver medal. He passed the Cam- 
ge -class honours. For the present 


bri Examination with third 
examination he read with a ‘‘coach,” but did not attend any of the 
lectures instituted by the Incorporated Law Society. 

Mr. H. Opre-Sarru, the winner of the New-inn Wie was 
Allhallow’s School, Honiton, and was articled to Mr. Grivtle: that town. 
og ose last year with Messrs. Torr, Janeways, & Oddie, of 

, Bedford-row. 

Mr. A. J. Less, the fourth prizeman, was educated at Wol 
Grammar School (1878—1882) and Rugby (1882—1884), and pope 
in 1885 to Mr. John Hunt Tbursfield (of the firm of Thursfield & Messiter), 
of Wednesbury and Birmingham. Mr. Lees attended the meetiogs and 
lectures of the Wolverhampton Law Students’ Society, and took a leading 

in its debates. He was specially ‘‘ coached” for the January Final , 

t did not attend any lectures of the Incorporated Law Society. 


THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
PrewminaRy EXxamMInatIon. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the preliminary examination held on the 5th and 6th of 


February, 1890 :— 


Abbott, Maurice 
Alder, Charles Herbert Lawrence 


: 


King, Edward Hyde Bailey 
La on, Henry Hugh 


Annesley, Francis Cotton , William Telfer 

Baker, Charles Kenreth 

Bell, Arthur Douglas McMaster, Alfred 

Blatch, Herbert Gerald Harvey 

Bowes, Robert Arthur Money, John Ernle 

Buss, Arthur Mountain, Percy Morgan 

Cartwright, Thomas Newall, Walter 

Church, Frank Tandy Parker, Samuel 

Clayton, Walter Norton 

Craig, Gilfrid Gordon Harold George Eustace 

Crane, James Price, Robert Peel 

Cripps, Ernest Edward Ratcliffe, Frederick James 

Crook, Arthur Henry 4 Allen 

Davies, David Griffith Rivington, Robert Campbell 

Restham John James Brogd Sherwood, inchs Hugh 
ohn James en ur 

Ellis, Alfred Snow, Onslow John 

Evans, Daniel Stein, Henry Walter 

Evans, Llewelyn Caradoc Storer, James Maitland 

Fawkes, William Thomas, Moses - 

Francis, William Watkins Trendell, Edwin Percival 

Hatch, Horace Whitehead Tyler, Frederic John Holroyd 

Hibbert, William Nembhard Charles 

Hooe Cheek Eaward Pelly Webb, Sydney Bunter 

ooper, es 
Ivimey, se oo Williams, Fillingham 
acobs, tram 

John, Arthur Evan Wilmot, Charles Alexander 

Johna, Vincent James Griffith Lt agg ens 

Keefe, John Wing, James Edward 


Keen, Percy 


Honovrs EXAMINATION, 


Janyary, 1890. 

At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the roll 
of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the examination committee recom- 
— the following gentlemen as being entitled to honorary distinc- 

on :— 

Frast Crass. 
{In order of merit. } 

Thomas Edward Silvester, who served his Mar Henry Mr. Frederick 

Theobald Langley, of Wolverhampton; and Mr. John Smith, of 


London. 
Alfred George Freeman, who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
Witarry Opie Sanith, who served his clerkship with Mr. William Every, of 
Opie b q 
Honiton ; and Moser ‘Torr, Janeway, Gribble, & Oddie, of Loudon, 
Arthur John Lees, who served clerkship with Messrs. Thursfield & 
— of Wednesbury; and Mesars, Bower, Cotton, & Bower, of 
ion. 
Christopher Walter Heath, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
George cen King, of tha tom of Maas. West, King, Adama, & 


Oo., of on. 
qyihomas Berry, who served his clerkship with Mx William Lees, of 
° RB nF } 
n alphabetical order 
John A who sorved ‘is clectesbtp with Mr~ Wiltivm Allen, of Leek ; 


Billing, & Co., of Landon. 
William Arnold, served his clerkship with Mr, Arthar Wright, of 
Oldbury. 
Robert Willi Bi, win eee ae ee. Beet BA, 
Onelmatord ; and oaers, White & Oo., of London. 
John William Carter, who served his clerkehip with Messrs, Holland & 
Callis, of Blackburn and London, 
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Walter Henry Bonham Carter, who served his clerkship with Mr. George 
Edgar Frere, of the firm of Messrs. Frere, Foster, & Oo., of London. 

Albert Dexter, who served his clerkship with Mr. Joseph Hands, of the 
firm of Messrs. Deane & Hands, of Loughborough ; and Messrs. Field, 
Roscoe, & Co., of London. or 

Thomas Howard Engall, who served his clerkship with Mr. John 
Anthony Engall, of Staines. ; 

Davenport Goodman, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
William Challinor, of the firm of Messrs. Challinors & Shaw, of Leek ; and 
Messrs. Rowcliffes, Rawle, & Co., of London. t 

Evan Percy Houle, who served his clerkship with Mr. Harry Showbridge, 
of London. 

Walter Henry Jefferis, B.A., LL.B., who served his clerkship with Mr. 
James Inskip, of the firm of Messrs. Brittan, Press, Inskip, & Orewdson, 
of Bristol ; and Messrs. White & Co., of London. 

Harold Ohristian Jones, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Dayne & 
Frodsham, of Liverpool. x 

William Herbert Russell, who served his clerkship with Mr. Herbert 
Russell, of Lichfield. 

Turrp Ctass. 
[In alphabetical order. ] 

Charles Henry Beech, who eerved his clerkship with Mr. William Henry 
Dixon, of Manchester. 

William Laudale Danger, who served his clerkship with Messre. Broad- 
bridge & Nield; and Messrs. Danger & Neville, both of Liverpool. 

Albert Orlando Davies, who served his clerkship with Mr. Frederick 
Stephen Dauncey, of Newport, Monmouth ; and Messrs. Yewdall & Co., 
of London. 

Ernest Heys Jones, who served his clerkship with Mr. Stonehewer 
Parker Freeman, of the firm of Messrs. Freeman & Bothamley, of London. 

Charies Glossop Mayfield, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Leak, 
Till, & Stephenson, of Hull. 

Jobn Okell, who cerved his clerkship with Mr. Robert Okell, of Man- 
chester; and Messrs. Chester & Co., of London. 

Erward Francis Peck, who served his clerkship with the late Mr. James 
Cardale, and Mr. James Leslie Sweet, of the firm of Messrs. Iliffe, Henley, 
& Sweet, of London. : 

Ernest Ramsay Taylor, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry Ramsay 
Taylor, of London. 

John Wood, who served his clerkship with Mr. John George Openshaw, 


of Bury. 
The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have accordingly given 
class certificates and awarded the following prizes of books :— 

To Mr. Silvester—Prize of the Honourable Society of Clement’s-inn— 
value 10 guineas ; ani the Daniel Reardon Prize—value about 25 guineas. 

To Mr. Freeman—Prize of the Honourable Society of Clifford’s-inn— 
value 10 guineas. 

To Mr. Smith—Prize of the Honourable Society of New-inn—value 5 


guineas. 

To Mr, Lees, Mr. Heath, and Mr. Berry—Prizes of the Incorporated 
Law Socicty—value 5 guineas each. 

The council have given class certificates to the candidates in the second 
and third classes. 

Eighty-nine candidates gave notice for the examination. 





LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srepests’ Deeatinc Society.—Feb. 25—Mr. J. D. Crawford 
in the chair—The debate, ‘‘ That the case of Patrick v. Simpson 
was wrongly decided,’’ was opened by Mr. Thos. Douglas in the 
affirmative. He was magners by Messrs. Child, Nimmo Wateon, 
Manning, Pattinson, Cath Cartis, and Windsor, and opposed by 
Mesers. W. H. Pitman and Carvill. Mr. Douglas replied, and on a 
division the motion was carried by a majority of nine. 








THE RETIREMENT OF MR. JUSTICE FIELD. 


Om the Zist inst., in the court of the Lord Chief Justice of England, Mr. 
Justice Field bade fsrewell to his colleagues upon the bench, the members 
of the bar, and the officers of the court upon his retirement. The court 
presented an extremely animated appearance, every available inch of 
ager the body of the court being occupied, including the jury box. 

blic gallery was also well filled. The Attorney-General and the 
Solicktor-Gencral were both present, and the judges who attended were, 
besides the Lord Obiet Justice and Mr. Justice Field, the Master of the 
Rolls, Sir James Hannen, Lord Justice —_ Lord Justice Fry, Mr. 
Justice Denman, Baron Huddleston, Mr. Justice Stephen, Mr. Justice 
Cave, Mr. Justice Mathew, Mr. Justice Kay, Mr. Justice Stirling, Mr. 
Justice Chitty, Mr. Justice Kekewich, and Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams. 
All theiz p*, with the exception of Mr. Justice Field, who occupied 
a teat placed near the middle of the bench, remained standing during the 
commony, an example followed by all present. 

The Attorney-General, addressing Mr. Justice Yield, said he was - 
mitted by the Lord CUbicl Justice to say 2 few words of affectionate fare- 
weil. If was a strange thing that speaking twice within the brief period 

three weeks he should have to point to his lordship as the second judge 
who laid the foundation of his distinguished career by practisin he 
many years 20 4 solicitor, and it should be spoken of as an indic of 
his lordship’ s courage that he did not hesitate to change bis profession 
when it involved an interval during which he did not practise for three 
yeors. The chict feature of his lordehip’s career at the bar was the power 





of concentration of mind upon the question of fact underdiscussion, coupled 
by high-minded and straightforward advocacy. It was now fi years 
ago since his lordship was appointed a judge. My lord, continued the 
Attorney-General, I am not one of those who think these are to be 
made occasions for mere panegyric—even if I were capable of using 
language sufficiently eloquent. But I think these ought to be occa. 
sions for pointing out that which we honestly believe to be featury 
of the career of the retiring jud And I would say this, that | 
believe what has guided you chiefly has been a determination that 
you would do justice between the parties before you—a determina. 
tion that you would get at the bottom of the matter and ascertain 
the real truth on the issue of fact that was being tried, and I do not 
know that any better principle can well guide a judge. My lord, in 
those contests which have taken place before you it would be absurd to 
say that there has not been friction between the bench and the bar, 
There must have been —but everyone has felt, after the verdict given or 
the judgment passed, that, whatever may have been the result, you have 
been actuated only by that ——_ Although they parted with the 
learned judge as a judge, they did not, however, part with him asa 
friend, and they wished him many years’ enjoyment of the repose and 
retirement which be had so well earned, and into which he carried the 
regard and affectionate esteem of the members of the bar who had prac. 
tised before him. 

Mr. Justice Field said he had listened to the far too kind address of the 
Attorney-General with mingled feelings of pleasure and of pain. It 
not but be pleasant to hear from the learned counsel, whom he had 
known and esteemed for many years, the kind expressions he had used, 
but it was still more pleasant to know that in saying what he did the 
Attorney-General, as the leader of the bar, had been authorized by those 
behind him to express their opinions. Fifteen years ago he had received 
at the hands of her Majesty one of the most solemn trusts which a sub- 
ject could receive, and it was, indeed, a very proud day for him. To-day 
was almost as proud a day, because what he had done during the last 
fifteen years, be it good or, as he feared, very, very defective, such as it 
was, had been before his learned brothers, the bar of England, and the 

ublic, and with the knowledge of all his errors and shortcomings, he 
the gratification of believing the Attorney-General when he honestly 
told him that he had not altogether failed in his duty. My history, 
said the learned judge, is short, and perhaps uninteresting; but I 
may say without affectation I came to London—I will not say how 
many years ago—a mere stranger; but I soon made friends, and am 
them one whose loss I always deeply deplored, and to whom I ow 
whatever I knew of the principles of Bg es dear friend Mr. Kingdon, 
who was only known to be loved. But for him and friends like him I 
never could have reached the position I am now for a very short time 
longer to occupy. After three years in the other branch of the pro- 
fession, I made a ‘‘ — ” of everything for the bar, for years ago I 
had resolved that, if ever I could so, I would try my fate on that arena 
of struggle; and I remember now the morning when, with my lord, 
then at the bar, I walked down to the court at Exeter, where I held my 
first brief ; and since that time I have enjoyed with him a long, unbroken 
friendship, and he has kindly reminded me, in language of which he is #0 
great a master, of our circuit days, our country walks, and all our 
pleasant circuit associations. Mr. Attorney-General, from all these 
associations I must now sever myself, and it is painful to think that I 
must do so, and that I must now be separated from the bar and from 
those who have been my brethren on the bench, and this is why I said 
there was much of pain mingled with the pleasure which your addres 
has given me. hen I accepted that sacred trust of the office 
of a judge, I formed to myself my ideas of what I would do to try 
to deserve it ; that I would administer what was right and in accordance 
with the truth, and would spare no labour, no pains, no time, to under- 
stand what the righte and wrougs of the litigants were, and would never 
swerve from the path to the right or the left in deciding what, to my 
mind, was the real result. And that I have done, and I do claim at the 
end of my time that there is no one who can accuse me—and, what is more 
= sna I cannot accuse myself—of any delinquency in that respect. 
Whatever God had been pleased to give to me, the best I had [ have given 
to the discharge of my duties. I am conscious, indeed, of errors and 
shortcomings. Can anyone who has for fifteen years been engaged in the 
continual struggles and discussions which a judge is subject to honestly 
say that he was not conscious of any? 1 know I am very quick and 
impulsive in nature, and I think that I see things very readily, and I 
know that what I do see [ must act upon, and the result has some- 
times been what you described as ‘‘ friction,” and I very much fear 
that I have at times deserved the use of that term. But those who 
know me—and I see some of them here to-day—some of whom may 
have thought me at times unkind, I am pleased to see them here 
to-day to lend a kind support to what you have said, and to shew 
me that if there has ever been any temporary feeling, it has gone 
by and passed away. I do not believe that I have earned the enmity of & 
single man at the bar; nay, more, I do not belfeve that there is a man at 
the bar who does not wish me well and does not cordially concur in the 
geet wishes you have #0 — expressed, and that is a very proud thing 
ndeed to be able to say. Of late years, indeed, I have been conscious of 
infirmity, but I declare most solemnly that it has never inter- 
the discharge of my duties, though it may have been a cause of 
inconvenience to those who have addre me or to witnesses who had 
to give their evidence before mo, That inconvenience has been very 
much soamaretes by my determination never to pass over a fact in the 
case wi t really understanding it; and I do not believe that a word of 
evidence has over been given which would not be found on my notes, 
and I am sure that no argument addressed to mo has failed to receive the 
fullest consideration, At the same time I am sensible that those whe 
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— 
come to the courts for justice and those who re t them have not only 
aright to have justice administered to them with care and patience, but 
also with the assurance that their cases are heard as well as determined ; 
and I cannot blame anybody who may have fancied that a difficulty 
resulted from my infirmity, though I am sure that my infirmity never 
caused any injustice to a suitor. The learned judge, who was much 
affected, proceeded to refer in some detail to those of whom he was 
taking leave, and finally rising from his seat shook hands with the Lord 
Ohief Justice and other judges on the bench amidst loud cheers and 


clapping of hands. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Joun Cometon Lawrance, Q.C., M.P., has bsen appointed a Judge 
of the Queen’s Bench Division on the resignation of Mr. Justice Field. 
Mr. Justice Lawrance is the only son of Mr. Thomas Munton Lawrance, 
of Dunsby Hall, Lincolnshire, and was born in 1832. He was called to 
the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Trinity Term, 1859. He practised on the 
Midland Circuit, end he was for several years a revising barrister. He 
became a Queen’s Counsel in 1877, and he was appointed recorder of the 
borough of Lerby in 1880. He was M.P. for the Southern Division of 
Lincolnshire from 1880 till 1885, when he was returned for the Stamford 
Division of that county. Mr. Justice Lawrance isa bencher of Lincoln’s- 


Mr. Gzorncz Lzwis Denman, barrister, has been appointed a Police 
Magistrate for the Metropolis, on the resignation of Mr. Thomas William 
Saunders. Mr. Denman is the eldest son of the Hon. Mr. Justice Denman, 
and the grandson of the late Lord Denman. He was educated at Trinity 
College, Cambridge, where he graduated in the second class of the Law 
Tripos in 1875. He was called to the bar at Lincoln's-inn in January, 
1877, and he has practiced on the South-Eastern Circuit and at the Kent 
Sessions. Mr. Denman has been for several years a revising barrister, and 
he was formerly recorder of the borough of Queensborough. 

Mr. Pari Josgrx Canninc, solicitor (of the firm of Fardells, Dashwood, 
& Canning), of Mitre Chambers, Temple, and of Ryde, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. 

Mr. Isaac Buae Coaxs, solicitor, of Norwich, has been appointed a 
Deputy-Lieutenant for the County of Norfolk and the City of Norwich. 
Mr. Coaks is also a magistrate for the City of Norwich. He was admitted 
a solicitor in 1854, and he is clerk to the magistrates for the Blofeld and 
Walsham Divisions of Norfolk. 

Mr. Tuomas Witu1AMm Hatt, solicitor (of the firm of Beckford & Hall), 
of 60, West Smithfield, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 


Mr. Joun Epwarp Ho tioway, solicitor, of Redruth, has been appointed 
a Oommissioner for Oaths. 

Mr. Epmunp Wi11aM Luxs, solicitor (of the fizm of Wills, Watts, & 
aig of 53, Great Carter-lane, has been appointed a Commiesioner for 

aths. 

Mr. Arruvur Smiru, solicitor, of Wigan, has been elected Town Clerk 
of that borough in succession to the late Mr. Ralph Darlington. Mr. 
Smith is a B.A. of the University of London. He was admitted a solici- 
tor in 1887. 

Mr. Samvet Tuomas Evans, solicitor, of Neath and Aberavon, who has 
been elected M.P. for the Mid-Division of Glamorganshire in the Liberal 
interest, is the only son of Mr. John Evans, of Skewen, Glamorgansbire. 
He was educated at University College, Aberystwith, and was admitted a 
solicitor in 1883. 

Mr. Freperick Grecson, solicitor, of Southend, has been appointed 
Olerk to the Rochford Board of Guardians, Assessment Committee, School 
Attendance Committee, and Rural Sanitary Authority. Mr. Gregson was 
educated at St. Alban’s Hall, Oxford, where he uated third class in 
Jurisprudence in 1877. He was admitted a solicitor in 1870. 


Mr. Hznry Dopp, solicitor, of Preston, has been appointed Clerk to 


the Magistrates for that borough, on the resignation of his father, Mr. 
Thomas Dodd. Mr. H. Dodd was admitted a solicitor in 1877. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP, 
Dr1ssoLurTion. 

Wiuiam Henry Srattarp and Onartas Mattrorp Witiram Tvanre, 
solicitors (Stallard & Turner), 44, Bedford-row, London. Feb. 8. The 
said business will in future be carried on by the said William Henry 
Stallard upon his own account under the same style or firm, 

[ Gazette, Feb. 21. 


GENERAL, 


Lord Justice Bowen is recovering from the effects of his late attack of 
influenza, but so slowly that he has been ordered by his doctors to go 
ee till after the Haster recess, and he has gone to the South of 

ce, 

In the House of Commons on Tuesday Mr. B. Roberts asked the Secretary 
of State for the Home Department whether his Honour Judge Chalmers, 
in his reply affirming the prevalence of perjury in English county courts, 
suggested any remedies; and, if so, would he state to the House the pur- 

of such 5 tion. Mr. Matthews said Judge Chalmers —— 
opinion that it was difficult to know what remedy to suggest. He did 





however, suggest that some good might be done if a small and summary 
punishment were provided for county court ury. 

A Bill has been introduced by Mr. -Bannerman, M.P., pro- 
posing that every subject of her Majesty shall be eligible to hold the 
on ad poe f his religious belief. “Tepecial provisions - 
Ireland without reference to lous are 
made for cortesiaction! gathunags Soe Say trusts in the case of the 
Lord yr 4 being held by one who is not a member of the 
Church of England. Thus any right of presentation to an ecclesiastical 
benefice is in that case to be exencieed. by the Aschbishop ofthe peo- 
vince ; and the duties of trustee of institution or endowment estab- 
lished or maintained exclusively for benefit of Churchmen are to be 
performed by a judge who is a Ohurchman, and is appointed for the pur- 
pose by her Majesty. 

Mr. Whitley, Mr. Gedge, the Hon. W. H. Oross, Mr. Neville, and 
other members of Parliament had an interview on Tuesday at the House 
of Commons with representatives of the law societies of Liverpool 
Manchester in reference to the proposal to request the Chancellor of 
Duchy to introduce a Bill to extend the jurisdiction of the Court for 
Chancery of the County Palatine of Lancaster, so as to give it the 

wers within its territorial limits as are possessed by the 
Division of the High Court of Justice. The Chancery Oourt o 
Palatine similar powers to that of the High Court 
before the passing of the Judicature Act; and it is 
the societies in question that if the extended jurisdiction confi 
the Chancery Division by the Judicature Act has been 
covntry at large, asimilar extension of the powers of the Chancery Court 
of the County Palatine would be equally beneficial to the county. 

“Pp. J. H.,” writing to the Standard of Wednesday, says :—‘‘ On 
arriving at the room of one of the Queen’s Bench masters this 
to keep an appointment before him at three p.m., I was kept waiting till a 
quarter to four outside his door. On inquiring of the he 
informed me ‘the master is lunching ;’ wai! some time I again 
spoke to the messenger, who said ‘the master is wri a letter.’ In the 
meantime, two or three other suitors, having appointments, arrived, and, 
after a deal of persuasion, the owen 2 again went into the master’s 
room, but only to return to us poor unfortunate litigants with the uniqu 
news that, ‘the master was cutting his corns, and would not be above 
few minutes!’” ‘*‘Common Law,” writing on Thursday to the same 
paper, says :—‘‘I can substantiate the statement contained in the letter 
of ‘P. J. H.,’ which appears in the Standard of to-day, and am glad he 
has had the courage to expose the waste of time at the Law Oourts. I 
was one of the unfortunate litigants kept waiting. From dé. illé 
state of the master when I entered his room, I concluded that messen - 
ger had only told us half the fact, and that the master not on 

en acting as his own chiropodist, but had also indulged in a bath.” 
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COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICA?URE. 
Rota CF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 





Date. 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Fainay, Feb. 21. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
ABBEY Mitts Distrtusry, Liutrsp—Chitty, J, has fixed Wednesiay, March 5 at 


11, at his chambers, for the o————_ of an official | 
A RAL, Lourrep —Petn fur winding ted Feb 14, directed to be 


LFRED N gt 
heard before Kay, J, on March 1 Barrs, ment’s inn, Strand, agent for 
Loseby, Market Bosworth, solor for petner 

AMERICAN Excuanes IN Parts, Linirso—Ureditors are required, on or before 
March 31, to send their names an4 addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Henry Newson Smith, 37, Walbrook Wednesday, April 16, at 12, 
is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

ENGLISH AnD Inisu PROVISION = windmg up, 
19, mpg bed before Uhitty, J, on Saturday, Maroh 1 

oorgate 8! jor for petner 

GRENBRAL EXHIBITION Se eee ee eee ee Fed 
14, direoted to be heard before Chitty, J, on March 1 Nye Serjeant’ 
inn, Fleet st, agents for vo Les a eolor for 

GOLDFI8LD OF APPOLONTA MINING Loarep - . J, has fixed March 4 at 
12, at his chambers, for the appoiatment of an liquidator 

MBTROPOLITAN Coal Canes ASSOCLATION, ———— J, has, by an 
order dated Feb 15, appoiated Air Frederte John Young, 41, C an at, to be 
official liquidator 


Murssovai Bstatas Rarway anv Inox Co, Linarsp—Creditors are aired, on 
or before March 28, to send their names and ad: and the at 
their debts or tod 6 Oe Vee Se > i ata, 
is appointed for h the aims 

Monpacort RoYantTins » are on or before 
March 30, to send their names and addresses, and the of dedcs 
rok set'sfiitng woe tie dene sos Saat 
1, ab 18, is appointed for hearing and ad) the deDts and claims 
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a = a Co, Liutrgp—All persons having claims against 
p Romy fy , on or before March 3, <- send their names and ad- 


va oh of their claims, to Mr William Martello Gray, 
¢ pert brs, Market st, Bradford Killick & Co, Bradford, solors for 
er 
WN Warson & Co, LurtTrEp—Petn for winding. up, ae Feb 18, directed 
to be heard before Stirling, J, on March 1 Lumley & Lumley, Old Jewry 
chmbrs, solors for petners 


UNLIMITED IN CERY. 
BricuTon District TRAMWAYS s Co—Oreditors are required, on or before March 


PE ogey ty and and the ) kas of their fe Sr 
ft bearing dad fade tA ay acbis — 
‘or an udicating u e debts and c 

Savincs Bank ye North, J, by an order dated Feb 17, appointed 


Arthur Coepen, t 14, George st, Mansion House, to be official liquidator 
CouNTY Pataca oF ameenan. 


GORGE FORRESTER & Oo, Lu«rrEp—The Vice-Chancellor has fired Tuesday. 
March 4 at 11, at the chambers of the Registrar, 9, Cook st, Liverpool, for the 


appointment ‘of an official liquidator 
InrzRwatTiowarL Cotrroxr SEED CLEANING Co, Limrrep—By an order made by the 
Vice-Chancellor, dated Feb 10, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up 


of the company be continued Harvey & Co, Liverpool, a for petoers 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIE3 DISSOLVE 
stox CLisTton Hanp am Heart BENEFIT SOCIETY, White Lion Inn, Aston 
8 


a ABSTINENCE BROTHERLY BENEFIT SOCIETY, 
Hall, 51, Pentonville rd, N 


Penton Feb 18 
KeGwortu Co-OPzRATIVE SOCIETY, , Dragwell, Leicester Feb 18 
London Ga. ote COE Feb. 25. 
JOINT STOCK CO a 
LIMITED IN 
Brsnor’s Caexx Gotp Mryive Co. LamreaD Pete fae winding up. presented Feb 
directed to be heard before Kay, J, on Saturday, March 8 Phelps & Co, 
at Co, Luarrzep— one - mired, on or before April 8, to send 
their names and addresses, and t' of their debts or AE, to 


Enrico Arbib, 26, St Mary axe Sa & Wild, Ironmonger lane, Oheapside, 


solors for 
Gzuoncz Nzat & Co, Lurrrzp—Nortb, J, has, by an order dated Jan 11, aprointed 
Edwin Waterhouse, 44, Gresham st, to be official liquidator 
AND TRANSVAAL SYNDICATE, Stee = an order made by Chitty, J. 
dated Feb: 17. it | om ordered that bat the syndicate bs wound up Ciulow, Grace- 


Noegrs Srasisa Strver Moves, Lomrep—By an order made by Kay. J. dated 
Feb 15, it was ordered that the mines be wound up Warmitgton, Walbrook, 
agent for Evans & Davies, Newport, Mon, solors for petner 

ComsoLIDATED PPER MINzEs, —By an order made by 

Nortb, J, dated Feb 15, it was pon A that the mines be ecual up Vickery, 
= Old’ Jewry. solor for petners 

mY Co. —By an order made by North, J, dated Feb 

13, it was yas ordered that ~ voluntary winding up of the company be continued 

on or before April 8, to send their names and ad- 

doemes. endl the of their debts or claims, to Wil'iam Brock Keen, 3, 

Church ct, Old Jewry Monday. a agg § 21, at 3, is appointed fur adjudicating 

upon the debts and claims Browne & Go, Church et, Old Jewry, solors for 


Srzvess Motor Srspicarz, , —By an order made by Chitty, J, dated 
Feb 15, it was ordered that the syndicate be wound up Lovell & Trimnell, 
Monument petners A 


person 
ASTINGS SYNDICATE. Pp —Creditors are required, on or 
before April 14, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims. to Roderick Mackay, 3 , Lothbury Munns & Longden, Old 


Soury.4 solors for liquidator 

Tae IyrzesaTiosat Corros Szzep Cizasinc Co, Liwrrep -Creditors are re- 
quired, on or be’ore March 8. to send their names and addresses, and the 
particulars of their — to a, wig of Ty 8, Fenwick 
st, Liverpool Harvey verpool, so! or liq tor 

Taz Matay Pesissurs Exploration SyepicarTg, Lo«rren—Creditors are 

on or before March 21, to serd their names ani addresses, and the 
of their debts or Caims to Cawston & Co, 14, George st, Mansion 


Tas Pateerise Coasyert Srspicatz, Liwrrep—Oreditors are required, on or 
betore April 4, to send their names addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims to Montague Hawkins, 115, Leadenhall et 

Cousry PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
I= CHANCERY. 

Lascasmigz ALKALI AND Sciruve Co, Laurren-Petn for winding u up, fai, 

ented PND 2, Geasted to be head Setese wy V.C., at St George’s Hall 


, March 5 Wynne & ry lane, agente for 

w & Co, ba  solors for 
Whitey « & AguETd SOVERAL Oo, LamerEn - Stirling, J, has, by an order, 
aa Feb 7, appointed Wiliam Augustus Quant, Boltos, to be official liquida- 
PRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED 
Covet JosatTuas PutzeTuax, Black Bull Ino, Lestente, Pecans Feb 22 


USPENUED FOR THusz MonrTu: 
“ies Ye SocimTY, Axe and Compass Inn, Braughing, Ware, 
Herts oe 


ae 
4 
% 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last DAY oF CLArm. 

Gass ~Yuioar.” ¥ eb. 


Lyraim 
Aeurs, Dems amin, Gee Crosse, Ohester, Faq. March n Sharpe & Co, New ct, 
baa 


Bauerx, Witeadiow, Onester. March 45. May, Macclesiicld 
—— yo ~ Cu soles, Doddington, Gent. March’, Waker & Co, 
eer iat Park crescent, Park ri, Clapham. March 12, Hogan & Hughes, 
lane, Coram 
Bescusces, Boreet, Trews W ez, Exeter, Paper Manufactarer, Yeb 1, Yord, 
Burvaer J enutne, Tegner Orone- 


, Gon, Carperter, March % 
es, hice. emeny. Bs KSU.. Hin 
9 . Atm ante Lyne, Comtetiomer, March 1, Clayton & 


emer Dree, € ,_Keq, Match7. Babb & Co, Cheltenham 
© Writ, Vicanonh, Harrey. Math &. Wichardam & teAler, 


manger, ¢ Caxainaany LATHE. Thithaere-140A, Mreathamn, Mardis. Vawcett, 


Dexet, Canenawe, LTO ta 1. Vincent, Ryde 


Domge, usta oak Pattitom, Dae, Yennsn,. Match 1. West, 


qunens, 








FaIEED. | Casseen, Olveston, Glos, Shopkeeper. March 12. Scarlett & Qo, 
r 
Gavogas, D Rivis Heuex, mad Barton, Northampton, Fellmonger. March 


& Uo, N 

GIBBONS, WILLIAM, Inverness, Gente March 25. Rooke & Coker, Bath 
Greve, EtizaBETH, Beckenham, Kent. April 10. Asprey, Furnival’s inn 
Gotzy, THomas, Guernsey, Gent. March 15. Bliss, Banbury 


Harriss, Nancy, Treherne rd, North Brixton. March 17. Armstrong, Chan. 
cery liane 
HaktT, +. ea GEORGE, Eaton, Norwich, Gent. March 14. Goodchild, Nor. 


Wic. 
JENKINSON, WILSON, Seaton, Workington, Cumberland, Yeoman. March 2%, 


Hayton & Simpson, Cockermou! 


vom, JOSEPH GREAVES, Woodside, Dudley, Licensed Victualler. March 22. 
Sanders & Co, Dudley 
Bagnett, King’s rd, Chelsea, retired Outfitter. May 7. Allward, 
Furnival’s ion 
Abbott & Co, 


aman no - ADOLFE, Leamington, Hotel Manager. March 10. 


amington 
LaInG, Francis Henry. D.D., Hanwell, Priest in the Catholic Church. March 
31. Colman & Knight, Raymond bldngs. G Gray’s inn 


LAVELL, JaAMés DANIEL FRANCIS, Mayfield, Sussex,Gent. Aprili. Rooks & 
Co, King st. Cheapside , 
LOXDALE, HENRY MURRAY, Wadburst, Sussex, Gent. March 15. Loxdale & 


Jones, Sydney terrace, Brompton 
MARTIN, F BANE, Santiago, Chili, Gent. March 15. Beale & Martin, Reading 
MELLISH, WILLIAM JOHN, Winestead in Holderness, Yorks, Olerk in Holy 
Orders. Aprili. Scott & Cooper, Hull 
— a. formerly of Birmingham, Jeweller. Marchi8. Myer, New 
ri 
CHARLES, Falmouth rd, St Mary, Newington, Gent. March 2, 
C. & E. Woodroffe, Great Dover st, Southwark i 
Newson, Henry, Beccles, Suffolk, Veterinary Surgeon. March 31. Rix, 


les 
NEWTON, ‘Gzonoe, Godwin ae, Forest Gate, Essex, Gent. March 25. Saxton & 
ueen 

NICHOLSON. CorNELIvs, Saar, I.W., Esq, J.P. March 25. Munton & 
Morris, Queen Victoria 

PoRTER. GEORGE, Seaton, Devon, Clerk in Holy Orders. March 24. Barnard & 
Taylor, Lincola’s —— fleld 

RAvscHES, JULIUS ERT WILHELM JOHANNIS, Leeds, Surgical Instrument 
Maker. April1. pty Leeds 

RICHARDSON, omAS HENRY, ert Secretary to Bolckow, 
Vaughan. & Co, Lim. March : k & Cochrane, Middlesborough 

Saxton, Rev. OHARLES WARING, D. d. yt 25. Saxton & Son, Queen Vic: 


toria st 
SHapepz, Magia, Victoria pl, Leeds. March14. Dibb & Co, Leeds 


Vicars, Jonny, Eskdale, St Bees. Cumberland, Yeoman. March 15. Butler, 
Broughton in Furness and Millom 
Vywner. Lieutenant Colonel HENRY WILLIAM, Leamington Priors. April 30. 


Field & Sons, Lea 


WHITESIDE, ERICK RICHARD ALI, Lieutenant in tho West Indian Regi- 
ment. April15 Tasker, Gt Queen st. Lincoln’s inn fields 

bas Witu1AM, Portsdown rd, Maida Vale, Gent, March 1. Peard, Siss 

lane, Mansion House 

WIL1iiaMs, JoHN EBENEZER, Longridge rd, Gent. April 1. Radcliffes & Oator, 
Craven st, Chating Cross 

va, on Gis Olveston, Glos. March 12. Scarlett & Oo, Thornbury, 

08 


London Gasette.—TUESDAY, Feb. 1 
snes, me Gainsford, Dechem, Builder. March 31. Stubbs, Middles 


BavuGu, Rev. Fouui0rT, Sloane st. March 1. Dimond & Son, Wimpole st 
naam, GrorGE, Mold, Flint, Land Surveyor. March 20. Lewis & Davies, 


ive 1 
BENNETT, Joun MARSLAND, Pendleton, Manchester, Esq. March 15. Hadfield, 
Brep, RicHAaRD agg pet Liverpool, Commission Merchant March 18. 


Peacock & Co, Te 
Breezy, JANE, Kirkham ncs. Aprili. Dickson, Kirkham 


BeamstTon, Rev Jonny, B.D., Winchester, late Dean of Winchester. April 2. F£.1, 
& J. ©. Warner. Wincheste 

Byrzox, Hon Mary, formerly of "Portland place. April18. Watson & Co, Not- 

March 25, A, & G, W. Fox, 


CorPgcit, come STovLze, Manchester, Solicitor. 

ae - pa Woodlands, Crouch End, Esq. March 15. Leslie & Hardy, 
FIEZLDING, Sanan, Siddal, Halifax. Feb 25. Farrar, Bradford 

Hazs, Mewey, Elms rd, = ham common, Esq. March 31. Durham, Chancery 


jane and ‘Kingston 
mae. Lee Smethwick, Staffs, Glass Cutter. March 29. Lowe & Sons, 
am 


Lawson, MADELINE, Fulham rd, Brompton. March 30. Pringle & Co, Edin- 


«~~ Be ya Westbourne ter, Paddington, March 18. Stubbs, John et, 
MATTHEWS, WiL114M Hawry, Bromicy, Kent, Gent. March 20. Head, Reigate, 
April 1. A & G W Fox, Maw 


Surrey 
McGuatTu, JamMus, Manchester, Decorator. 
chester 


BRATHDONBELL, Anne, Baroness, Drumcar, Oo Louth, Ireland, March 15, 
Bucknill, Gray’s inn pl, Gray's inn 
Ford rd, Tobacco Manufacturer, April 4% 


Reynops, Hannan ELizA, Ol 
Marsden & Wilson, Old Oavend 
Srunrm, Many, Blackpool. March a , a & Oo, Buxton, Derbyshire 


Warrens, Tuomas, Tenby, Pembroke. March 27, Price, Haverfordwest 
Wnaguem, oyun, Olayton, Bradford, Warp Drenger. March 2. Freeman, 
or 


If the house in which you live is going to be sold over your head, why not 
irchase it? pow's ext le your > budlness by taking the puponase- -money out of 


t, and certainly do not borrow the with chance of having it called in 
at an inconvenient time, Get a liberal, c , and ospeditions advance from the 
Temrenancn Burrpima Root f ’ Ludgate-hill, 0.0, Forms 


full particulars free by p< [Apvr.]| 

Bol hed my! vy" Hovss Punonasnns & Laosnns.--Betore purchasing oF 
ahouas hor Manitaty arranger y enemas LY 

rp eng Sah pt Me 


toriam 
ke, 4A Av.) 
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BANKRUTPCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette—FRIDAY, Feb, 21. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
TON, ROBERT RELTON DE RELTON, Paver 
st, Shorthand Writer High Court Pet Feb 1 
AgsoTT, Davin, Old st, Oit Wy rd, Coffee House 
Keeper a Court Pet op 19 Ord Feb 19 
ADAMS, AMES, Acocks Green, Worcester- 
shire. late fe Optician Birmingham Pet Feb 18 
Ord Feb 18 
ARDEN, HENRY, siasiorron h rd, St John’s Wood, 
Gent High'O lourt Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 18 
BANE, GEORGE Mokrris, Barnsley, I 
Agent Barnsle Pet Febiz7 Ord Feb 17 
BEAUMONT, F.. P., Exeter, Provision Dealer Exeter 
Pet Feb 6 oa b 17 
Licensed 


BooTH, Wrszam, Brighto: 

Victualler Bi ton Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 
BREAR, ROBINSON, Wieten, nr Bradford, Commis- 
sion Agent Bradford Pet Febi7 Ord Feb 17 
BULLOUGH, JABEZ, Bramley, Leedre, Furniture 

Broker Leeds Pet Febi9 Ord Feb 19 
QCaRTER, HENRY, Preston, Hosier dow bg Pet Feb 





18 (ord :. 4 18 

OLAYT LLIAM, Bradford, Baker Bradford 
Pet ep 1 17 Ord Feb 17 

CoLBOURNE 


. _OHARLES Brightlingsea, Li | 
Me Victualler ‘Colchester Pet Feb 19 Or 


CRANSTOUN. JAMES RICHARDSON, Shenton, Leicester- 
aire Farmer Leicester Pet Feb 18 Ord 
‘eb 

QR0cKER, Isaac, Clee, Great Grimsby, Fish Curer 
Great Grimsby Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

Date, HENRY FRANK, late Strand. | a 
Agent High Court Pet Jan25 Ord Feb 18 

Depavner, Viscount, Egerton grriene, South 

Kensington High Court Pet Jan Ord 


— 18 
EcksTEIN, THoMAs Kky, Aston, nr Birmi 
Builder Birmingham Pet Feb 19 Ord Fe 
FANTHORPE, WILLIAM, Great Grimsby, Oil ‘Mer- 
chant’s Foreman Great Grimsby Pet Feb 15 


a Feb 15 
REUBEN HENRY, Colvestone cres, Dalston, 
mw Olerk High Court Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 
GAMBLE, CHARLOTT Nottingham, Dressmaker 
Nottingham Pet red 19 Ord Feb 19 
GrorGE, HENRY JAMES, Carburton st, Portland rd, 
oon a keeper High Court Pet Feb 17 
rd Fe 
GILCHREST, C Leadenhall “ Shipowner High 
Court Pet ov 23 Ord Jan3 
GooDACRE, JOHN THOMA4s Acaime, Nutbourne, Pul- 
borough, & Sussex, Miller Brighton Pet Feb 19 
eb 


GROOME, Geonen HENRY, Melton Mowbray, iApeened 
Victualler Leicester Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 
HicGITtT, ALFRED, and WintIAM Marsky BL home, 
Southwark Bridge rd, —_. _ ene High 
Court Pet Febi19 Ord Feb 
Krgsy, Sir awe, rd Oross A High Court Pet 
Jan30 Ord Feb 
LavER, JOHN CGuanns, West Derby, joo, Book 
Keeper Liverpool Pet Feb 17 rd Feb 1 
LowgsbY, ARCHIBALD ROBERT, and OmAREES tam, 
High st, Shoreditch, Shoe eautactasene High 
Oourt Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 1 
MILLWoop, HENRY JASPER, May all rd, Brixton, 
Boot_ Manufacturer High Court Pet Feb 19 
Ord Feb 19 
MonaGHaNn, Erver, Liverpool, Lancashire, Pro- 
Maca Dealer Liverpool Pet Feb 10 Ord 
Fe 
NICHOLS, TeomAs, Torquay, Innkeeper Exeter Pet 
Febi8 Ord Feb 18 
NokMAN, JAMES, Eaneete Leics, Li 
Victualler Tahocsten Pet Feb 17. Ord Feb 17 
PxsTER, EDWIN, Glastonbu , Bieseger of Corn Mill 
Wells Pet Febi8 Ord 
Smart, JOHN WILLIAM Bristol. Billiard ele Manu- 
facturer Bristol Pet Feb'17 Ord Feb 
STONHAM, CHARLES, formerly of Ditton, Kent, Miller 
Maidstone Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 
TAYLOR, GEORGE Prossin, Balsall Heath 
Basket Manufacturer Birmingham Pet Poon 1v 
Ord Feb 19 
—~ WILLIAM EpwIn, Hocles, Lancs, Butcher 
Salford Pot Feb 18 Ord Feb 
WARREN, WALTER s Fiymouth,, ti Tronmonger East 
, Stonchouse Pot 17 Or 
Watson, JAMES WILLIAM, Gt ye th, Wheel- 
wright Gt Yarmouth Pet Feb is urd Feb 18 
Wukxtnouss, TAynor, and JonN Hatt, Bradford, 
Commission Wool Combers Bradford Pet Feb 
18 Ord Feb 18 
Wi180n, Guor@x, Horsforth, nr Leeds, Commercial 
Woobrou Leeds Pet Fob 8 ie Feb 18 ay! 
RD, FREDERICK, esbury, Butcher Os- 
bury Pet Fob 6 Ord Fob 1 


The folowing amonded notico is substituted for 
that published in the London Gasetto of Feb, 18. 
STAVENSON, Geonau, Nottingham, late Licensed 

Victuallor Nottingham Pet Feb m4 Ord 


FIRST MEETINGS, 
Banner, Geornaw Artiua, Norwich, late Tin Plato 
Worker March tatii Off Reo, 8, King at, Nor- 


w 
BeAUMONT, FRANK Pancy, Dxeter, Provision Doalor 
~My Sat 12 Of Reo, 14, Bedford circus, 


Bean, Ronson, Wiladen, nr Bradford, Commis- 
Bredtek’ aroh 8a ia Off Neo, 41, Manor row, 


Wi Commerial 
eller March 3 at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


REWILL, C burch walk, No Feb 28 at 
iL Off Reo. 8 St it betee 


CLEMENT CHARLES, Pi sling- 
nm, Builder March 4 at iu »- -F-3 bldags, 


THomas, a ee Edmunds, 
Engineer Feb 28 at 12. 215" Off 


March « at 1 il a=. + = 
CLARKE, (EORGE, Wiggenhal Coulee 
Grocer March 14 at 10 Court House, King’s 


Li 
CLAYTON, WIt11aM, Bradford, Bread Baker March 


Ipswich 
Wolverhampton, Baker 


Manchester 
. Shenton, Leicester, 
"March 3 at 8 at 3 Of Rec, 34, Friar lane, 


st, Uincoln Caption, a March 4 at 12 


oe March $ at 3 Of teen 4, East st, South- 


Davies, ROBERT JONES, 
mfectioner March 4 at 2.30 Off Rec, orypt 


Day, ELIZABETH ADELAIDE WISEMAN, 
Spi ~~ aR. March7 at 10.30 Off Ree, 5, Castle st, 


NSDALE, Stanford rd, New 
gate, Clerk ‘Feb 28 ag 10, se Goonge Annes- 


h. Clerk > Sag 28 at 


teers ae Li- 
March 1 at 12 Off Ree, 8, 


GWILLiaM, paalaly . Chelte poshem, 3 Grocer March 1 at 


ay a 
ryapston sq, 
Marck 5 at 12 383, Carey st, 


FAWCETT, Jour, Midalesboron 
11 Off Reo, 8, Albert rd, 

ForsDICK, — D 
King st, Norwich 


Hakgris and OBERMULLER, Gutter lane, Paper 
chants 5ati11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s on 
HERBERT, JAMES, Sydenham, Kent, Draper Feb 28 
itminster 


prone st, Borough Market, Potato 
6 at 11 33, Varey st, Liacoln’s 


n fiel 
HOLLAND, Henry WIturamM, King’s Lynn. Plumber 
March 1 at 1. “4 Off Rec, Norwich 


Widow ar 2 at 3 


on, Staffs, Beerhouse Keeper 
Newcastle te Lyme 


ART Seven Sisters r 

5 at + oy bidngs, Portugal st, 
. Provision Dealer 
eaieaees “wet ab 

, Tun e 
pea circus, Exeter 

, Ceonetene, Leics, Licensed Vic- 

tualler ‘March 3 ab 12.30 Off Reo, M4, Friar lane, 


Leicester 
RAWEINS, THOMAS Guanes, Re ey 
xenon “pe Assis! 





*s ina 
Eirbymoorside, Yorks, 
“a og ae = Batir Off Reo, 8, 


‘THoMAs, Now Malton, Yorks, Innkeeper 
74, Newborough st, Soar 


boro 
Curez. RAL ——P Pellatt grove, Wood om 
eee h 1 at ii 33, Garey st, 


Nottingham, late Licensed 
i at Sas Of Reo, St Peter's 


fon, Kes Kent, Miller 
dstone 


Feb = at 11.30 


CHARL 
anes Zi at 7) on men 
ARSENE, Harrow on the Hill, 
es Wat i Anneaiey, Soliciter, V erulam ni, St 


AMES, Nerthqaaberiend, 
i Maroh 4at2.90 O7 


Pia ea Axupsat, Birminyham, Su 
t March 3 at 11 25, Colmore row, 


Janes WILLIAM, Gt Yarmouth, ued 
Maroh 1 at 11,90 Off Reo, & King st, 


Bet, ALBEE WALTER, Southsea, Grocer Mareh 10 
t, Portaca 
YLOR, and do Jour eh Bradfoni, 


Reo, 3 
Witson, Kano 
Leioeste sehhoimste I 
—_— 


M4, 
WIL80N aa, Rio! worth, Horta, 
uider Abioatn ib 23 at ee Geo Annesley, Nolivitor, 


1c AS to 














Bang, GeorGeE Morris. Barnsley. Commission 
Agent Barnsley Pet Feb 17 Ro 

BLANTERN, HENRY, peydayn, ae Mold, Filints, 
a bg Me Lad 6 Ord Feb 17 

sion Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 


BREWILL, CHARLES, Nottingham, Butcher Notting- 
ham Pet i 15 Ord Feb is r 
BULLOUGH, JABEZ, Beomley. Leeds, Furniture 
Broker Leeds Pet Feb Ord Feb 19 
BuRSILL, UHARLES JOHN. Iverson rd. 
High Court Pet Jan20 Ord Feb 13 
Carrer. Henry, Prestor, Hosier Preston Pet Feb 
18 Ord Feb 18 





15 

Cnccams, Isaac, Clee, Gt Grimsty, Fish Carer 

a ue Grime rere S Ord Fi on ro 

‘ANTHORPE, WILLIAM, Gt Grimsby, Merchant's 
Foreman Gt Grimsby Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 15 

Frost, RsusEN Henry, Colverstone crescent, Dal- 
cutee" cnsatorme High Court Pet Feb 17 Ord 
6 


a faam Pot eb Ord cael 

— st, Portland r 

Cotes 5 Elouse Keeper Oat dourt Pet Feb. - 

GRoo Genes Hesry, Melton Mowbray, 
icensed Victualler Leicester Pet Feb 1s Ord 
eb 1 


HovcGuton, Hareret, Sloane terce, Chelsea, Widow 
High Court Pet Febi3 Ord Feb 17 

LamMBEaRt, GgorGe, Wolverhampton, General Agent 
Wolverhampton Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 18 

MonaGHan, ETIver. ee Provision Dealer 

- Li Peat Feb 10 i Feb 18 oni 

UNRO, X WkEsTLAKE, Scarborough, w 

Scarb Pet Dec9 Ord Feb 17 

wl nohths OM Feee Exeter Pet 


RMAN, JaMEs, Cropstone. Leices, Licensed Vic- 
Leicester 





P . FP wd, is Ltt w Withia, 
i 'BEDEBICK 
wt Merchant Ly Ry Ord Feb 19 
Purmayx, GrEorGE JOHN, Deavs, Som thampton, 
Ra Tomas ty Vasant oni 
WE! a. 8s a 
Ex t High Couct Pet 
Dec 2% Ord Feb 19 
SPENCER, Manchester, Bleacher 


Manchester Pet Feb 3, Ord Feb 15 : 
Srzvensox, Gsorcs, N . late censed 
Victualler N cotmgham Febus Oni Febi7v 
Tayiorn, Wituram Ep Lancs, Butcher 
Salford Pet Feb is Ord Fed 1s 
Tunbridge Wells, Tan- 
W. bridge Wells ? sath. monger Bast 
'ARREN, WALTER, ronm 
w Stonshouse Pe Feb py ath 
‘ATSON, JAMES armo' Wheel- 
+ Gt Yarmouth Pet Febis Ord Feb 1s 
WILSON, Guenee, Horsforth, ar L A | eee 
Traveller ee ee Feb. is Ord 
WILSON, Qastle Donington, 
— Schoolmaster Leicester Pet Feb 12 Ord 
eb 12 
Lendon Gazetie—TuuspaY, Feb. 25. 
EIVING ORDERS. 


REC 
AITKEN, JOHN, Choriton on <o Sate, epee 

Manchester Pet Jan 17 Feb 2 
Atpr'pes, Tomas. Lewisham, Kent, 


Greeawich Pet Jana Uni Feb 1s 


cul | B J Hunslet, Leeda, General Shop- 
ULMER, JOSEPH, = 


keeper 
“ BURMAN, GaORGS Ae, Benet. Northampton, 
Grocer . oy Pet Fed 2 Fed 22 
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SNELLING, James, Pon =; a. Builder Pon- 
typridd Pet Feb7 


— Hon. Jonny D Ahh _ 1 pl, South 
Py , Gent High Court Pet Jan 28 Ord 
e 


WILDERSPIN, CHARLES, Swavesey.  Sambs, Builder 
Peterborough Pet Jon 10 Ord re 5 
Wootitzy, Wrii14™ Jouyx, Commerc jal rd, Tobac- 
conist High Court "Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 20 
HARRY, ie. Pet 
Ord Feb 20 
yume, Bar Burnley, Labourer Burnley Pet 


r 
YEWDALL, i} +.) a + Dyer Brad- 
ford Pet Feb 5 Ord Feb 3 


The following amended notice is substituted for that 
published 


WorMALD, 
Feb 18 
bes 1 


in the London Gazette of Feb. 18. 


Dayan, THomas, Leicester,Grocer Leicester Pet 
Febi3 Ord Feb 13 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Austin, Henry WILLIAM, late nr Birming- 
Drysalter 


March 5 at1i 25, Colmore row, 


Booru, y¥ Wrurum, Brighton, Licensed 
Lg Ram 5 at 12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion 
BakTon, JONATHAN BOWEN, Wainfleet, All Saints, 
Lines, Butcher March 6 at 12.15 Off Rec, 48, 
High st. Boston 
Carrer, Hewey, Preston, Hatter March 7 at2 Off 
st, Preston 


Camm, Gases Sutterton, Lin ae th 
cs, 

March 6 at 12.15 Off Rec, 48, High st, B 

Cuinp, Smpwgy Percy, Brighton, i 

Dealer March4ati2 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, 


Brightii Essex, Licensed 
March 4 at 11 


Colch: 
Corzige. Jons Travis, Devendiiee 8d. General Im- 
porter March ii at230 Bankruptcy bidgs, Lin- 
coln’s inn 
Hswey, Lonsdal 
March 7 at 12 33, Carey st, 
Gzorcze BEAUMONT Higher “Prenmere 
Clerk March i2 at 2.20 Off Rec, 25, 
Victoria st, Liverpool 
Daxsce, Gzorcz, Winchcomb, Glos, Beerhouse keeper 
March 4 at 3.30 County Court bidgs, Chelten- 


Fawrnorre, Wr114M, Gt Grims 
Foreman March 4 at 11 Off 


Gameiz, CHARLOTTE, Nottingham, Dressmaker 
— 4ati1 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church Walk, 
Gray, Tuomas May, bel Lincs, Fish Merchant 

March 4 at 113) Off Rec, 3, Haven st, Great 


Grimsby 
Grooms. Gzorcze Hzexry, Melton Mowbray, Licensed 
Victualler March 4 at 12.0 Off Rec, 3%, Friar 


. Oil Merchant's 
. 3, Haven st, 


ARTHUR Rozrssox, ~~ Staffs, Grocer 
March 6 at 11.15 Off Rec, — 

Z, JAMES, Romford, Essex, Pork 

Buteher March 4st 1.) Shirehall, Chelmsford 

Lawros, Wi114M, Shefford, Beds. 9 Straw Piait 

March 6at11 Off Rec, L 

Lowsz, Tuomas, upon Halt Hay Dealer 

March 6 at 11 eee Le my House lane, Hull 

a Chemust March 4 


inca, Baker's As- 
Off Rec, 45, High st, 


Boston 
Moxzazss, Wii, Carmarthen, Cabinet Maker 
Masch 5ati1 Off Kec, 11, Quay st, Carmarthen 
eee ss GEORGE, Gres inn rd, Builder March 6 
1 Bankruptcy bidg:, Portugal st, Lincoln’s 


Prerzz, Evwis, Glastonbu of Corn Mill 
Ser oe ey seme 3 Sor 
Purzirs, J lllogan, 


Bristol 
OnE, Cornwall,Grocer March 5 
atiz Off Bec, Boscawen st. Truro 
Powszorwes, THeMisTociz ASAZTASE, London st, 
————- March € at 2) 
sinn 


March 6 at 123) 


2, Carey st, Lin- 


, WiLt14M, Chelmsford, Bacher March 4 
a1 Sbireball, Chelmsford 


THE LAW GUARAN 


SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL, £1,000,000. 


1, Berle strect, Lincoln’ inn, Lundon, 


HMzay Orrice 
The Hn. 
The Hom. 


L—FIDELITY GUABANTEXS, 
5%, a Shere, aan ons on b 


96h = Nn 


e sd, = Solicitor 
st, Lincoln 


BALLON POLLACK, 
Mr. JUSTICE KAY, 


behalf of Clerbe, 
A Trustees in Bankru 


—~ 





| SADLER, Witt 
Commercial 
and County hall, Guildford 


SMART, JOHN WILLIAM, Bristol, Billiard Table Manu- | 
Bank 8 


peer March 12 at 12.30 Off Rec, brs, 
Surrp, MorGan, Hopkins Town, nr Pon 


Butcher arch 4at12 Off Rec, Merthyr | 


Swann, Wr11aM, Sancroft st, Kennington Cross, 
ran held March 7 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
inn neids 

TAYLOR, Wit1t1aAM Epwin, Eccles, Lancs, Butcher 
March 6 at 2.30 Off Rec, Ogden’ 8 chbrs, Bridge 
st, Manchester 

WALTON, GEORGE, Gt 2 Goin, Fishcurer March 4 
ati Off Rec, 3, Haven st, Gt Grimsby 

ABRREN, WALTER, Plymouth, Ironmonger March 

4atil 10, Athenzum ter, ‘Plymo outh 

ATTS, W.. Klea avenue, Clapham common, 
Builder March 4 at 3 119, Victoria st, West- 


WB8BSTER, ARTHUR, Thoresway, Lincs, Farmer March 
4ati12 Rec, 8. Haven st, Gt Grimsby 

HEELER, EDWARD, Deptford, Kent, Picture Frame 

Maker Marchéat3 119, Victoria st, Westmin- 


ster 
Wrsow, Grorcs, Horsforth, nr Leeds, Commercial 
veller March4atit Off Rec, 22, Park row, 


Wourps, CoLLInsoN PovucHER, Walcot, Lincs, Far- 
mer March 6 at 12.30 390 Oe Reo. &: 48, High st, Boston 


Haslem mere, Surrey, | Rigy, OHARL 
Wea Teavelion Me March 6 at 2.15 ’ Borough j 


ridd, | 


late of West Bromwich, Farmer 

West Brom: ch Pet Jan 20 Ord Feb 21 

SANDERSON, JAMES, Caistor, tae, Senet Great 
Grimsby Pet Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 
. RALPH READMAN, late Lawrence lane, Cheap. 

side, Woollen Merchant High Court Pet Febé 

ir 

SPENCER. GEORGE, oxy Furniture Dealer Bristol 
Pet Feb10 Ord Feb 

TAYLOR, GEORGE PRocenn, Balsall Heath, Worcs, 
Basket Manuf: Birmingham Pet Feb i9 
Ord Feb 19 

TURNBULL, JAMES, CO»oketead, Northumberland, 
ny Newcastle on Tyne Pet Jan 23 Ord 


b 
WALDEN, WALTER JoB, Corscombe, Dorse 
Innkeeper Yeovil Pet Febi4 Ord Feb 21 
WOoDFORD. FREDERICE, Aviesbury, Butcher Ayles- 
bury Pet Feb5 Ord Feb2 
WOOLLEY, WILLIAM JOHN, - ha rd, Tobac- 
conist High Court Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 22 
WOoORMALD, REY, Leeds, Engineer Pet 
Feb 18 Ord Feb 20 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK, 


March 3.—Messrs. VENTOM, BuLL, & CooPER, at the 

Mart, E.C., at 2 o’clock, Absolute Reversion (see 
advertisement, Feb 22. p. 4). 

March 6.—Messrs. H. E. PF osrEn & Coane. s 





ADAMS, EDWARD png loa Green, Worces, | 


late Optician Birmingham Pet Feb 18 Ord 


Feb 20 } 
pun GzorGE ARTHUR, Norwich, late Tin Plate 


Great Yarmouth Pet Feb 14 
aba 


Worker 
Feb 20 
mocgqeeeon, WILLIAM, Maygrove 4. 
Florist High Come Jans Ord F 
BEESTON, Reatise — 


SAMUEL, rd, 


peaper’s Assistant High Court Pet Feb 10 Ord | 


Hewry WIt1i1M, Brighton, fdesnaed Vic- 

tualler Brighto:1 Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 

BULMER, JOSEPH, Hunslet, Leeds, Na Shop- 
keeper Leeds Pet Feb2? Ord Feb 22 

Bust, Isaac, New Clee, Gt Grier. Grocer Great 

ims' Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 1 

CoLBouRNE, CHARLES, Brightli 4, x, Licensed | 

Victualler Colchester Pet eb’ 19 Ord Feb 20 


mumien, 
tualler Dewsbury Pet Feb 3 3 Ord ieeb at 21 
IELD, JAMES, Soothill, nr Dewsbury, Rag Merchant 
wt ny Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 
ea Sem, Bath, Grocer Bath Pet Feb 5 
eb 2i 


GititzTT, THomas SUMNER, Preston. sete’ Assis- | 


tent Preston Pet Feb21 Ord Feb 2 

GOMERSALL, ALBERT. Morley, Yorks, jew Agent 
Dews Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 0 

GRIFFIN, Queen Victoria st, Civil 
Engineer High — Pet Dec 16 Ord Feb 20 

Gropecker, H. W. Abchurch 
—— Agent igh Court Pet Dec 23 Ord 
eb 3 

GWILLIAM, ZDWIN, Cheltenham, Grocer Cheltenham 
Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 20 

Hareis. CHARLES Henry, Marston Magna, 
Dealer Yeovil Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 2 

HoLianp, HENRY WILLIAM, King’s pad Plumber 
King’s Lynn Pet Jan23 Ord Feb 20 

KILLINGBACK, CHARLES, Jawes st, Camden Town, 
Contractor High Court Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Lows, Exwest Epwaxrp, Stourbridge, Worces, Oil- 
man Stourbridge Pet Feb 17 d Feb 19 

MACDONALD, Ewe, Cheltenham, Chemist Chelten- 
ham Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 21 

Morxzis, WitiitamM, Carmarthen, Cabinet Maker 
Carmarthen Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 

Puitiirs. Joun. Iilogan, Cornwall, Grocer Truro 
Pet Feb 2 Ord Feb 21 

Rickert, Feeperic Tuomas, The Grange, nr Elton, 
Orston, Notte, Farmer 
» Ord Febw 


EVEELEY, 


“mame ane 


LIMITED. 


TRUSTEES : 


Ord | 


| 
| 


d, Cannon st, 


Nottingham Pet Feb , 


NTEE & TRUST SOCIETY, 


the Mart, E.C.. at 2, Freehold Property, 
and Absolute Reversions (see advertisement, this 
week, p. 291). 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS, 
BIRTHS. 


| KeBBELL. —Feb. 25,at Woodford Wells, Essex, the 
wife of George Kebbell, Solicitor, of a daughter. 

Woop.—Feb. 20, at Brighton Point, Auckland, New 
Z —— the wife of Thomas Wood, Barrister-at- 


Law, of Lincoln’s-inu, of a son. 
DEATHS. 
FLeMInG.—Feb. 25, at Newcastle-on--Tyne, John 


Fleming, Solicitor, d 82. 
Lyvs. — 20, at Diss, George Lyus, Solicitor, 





The Subscription to the SoLictTors’ JOURNAL is 
—Town, 26s.; Country, 28s.; with th 
WEEKLY REPORTER, 52s. Payment in advance 
include Double Numbers and Postage. Sub- 
scribers can have their Volumes bownd at the 
office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law me 5s. 6d. 
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All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitor’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity in the Country, # 
is requested that application be made direct 
to the Publisher. 


“PALD- UP CAPITA L, £100,000. 
General Manager and Becretary, THOS, R*KONALD. 


The Hon, Mr. JUSTICE DA 


OBJECTS OF THE SOCIETY: 
Cashiers, 
oy, LAqui- | 


datas wad bs vere under Shep “ Coast, and ali perwms holding Government (for be ben ture and ¢ Lon 
VL-TI LUSTELBHIT. 


Sy fates +, where rejuis 
be BI os Uh UMITT ERY, BON LM 
WOR DA exter 
- kppaiieal tysih VOR U6 granted. 
TETGAGE (SBULABCYS Hered. 


ranted 
int at mderate rates, 


either in casting Trusts or in those to 


Vil. TTL GUARANTEED ( 
VILL —CONTHACTS GUALANT 


The Hon, Mr, JUSTICE GRANTHAM, 


Ay. ~DEBEN TUBES and BANK DEPOSITS insured, 
TRUSTY iy YOR DEBENT URES, &e, 


The Hoclety acta as Truste 


athe Hoclety is alao prepared to be appointed Trustee 
hereafter created. 
{oes special Prospectus.) 
nat defect la same). 
) (oo to duo performance) 


Yor turther particulars apyly w the Head Uftice, as above, or to any of the Branches :— 


Cart : 9,04. Mia! evvratt, Potiary, EAL, 
‘ Busey. 


WABCO Man : 
“a, ONate-oe: A 


“A, King-wtrest, LAVBRYOOL: 6, York-buildin 
LAAs UR ; 4, Verrgewtrest, OLAKGOW:s 14, 


, 14, Dale-wtreet, LILMINGUAM: 104, Volmore-rowWs 
al Kachango-wquare, ¥ 





